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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 
EVALUATING THE EFFECTS OF INITIAL PARTICIPATION IN GROUP 
THERAPY 
by 
Arlene Garcia 
Florida International University, 2012 
Miami, Florida 
Professor William Kurtines, Major Professor 
Although the effectiveness of group therapy has been highlighted, the underlying 
mechanisms involved in the group process have been under studied.  The purpose of this 
study is twofold.  First, the current study utilized an outcome mediation model to 
examine whether initial level of participation in the intervention (Control/No 
intervention, non-participatory, participatory) predicted change in Identity Conflict 
Resolution (IDCR), Personal Expressiveness (PE) and Informational Identity Style 
(INFO) at posttest, and Internalizing (INT) and Externalizing (EXT) behaviors at post 
and follow-up assessment.  Secondly, the current study examined whether relationships 
between variables varied as a result of group differences in initial participation.  The 
study utilized an archival sample of 234 high school students, ages 14 to 18, who 
participated in the Changing Lives Program of the Youth Development Project (YDP) 
since 2003.  Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to examine differences in 
direct effects as a result of initial participation on an outcome meditational model.  To 
further analyze this model, SEM was utilized to conduct a multi-group solution to 
examine whether group differences based on level of initial participation in the variables 
vi 
 
being explored were present.  Significant differences in direct effects were noted between 
the Participatory and Control group, with the Participatory group scoring lower at posttest 
in IDCR and INT displaying increased positive effects of participation in the 
intervention.    Relationships between variables varied as a result of initial participation 
as follows: IDCR at posttest decreased INT and EXT at posttest for the Participatory and 
Control groups, as well as decreased EXT at posttest and INT at follow-up, and increased 
PE for the Non-Participatory group; INFO at posttest increased INT and EXT at follow-
up for the Non-Participatory group and decreased EXT at posttest for the Participatory 
group; PE at posttest decreased INT and EXT at follow-up for the Participatory group; 
and EXT at posttest increased INT at follow-up.  These results indicate that identity 
processes operate differently depending on the initial level of participation in the group 
therapy process.  This study highlights the need to further investigate the underlying 
mechanisms involved in group therapy and the effects of individual differences on the 
therapeutic process.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 
The Need for Group Process Research 
Research studies on the efficacy of therapy have produced positive and promising 
results, yet the effectiveness of these treatments can be uneven and unclear (Weis, Weisz, 
& Donenberg, 1992).  In a review of four meta-analyses consisting of over 200 controlled 
outcome studies (Weis et al., 1992), for example, beneficial therapy effects were noted.  
However, the authors noted that a large number of these studies reported no significant 
effects when reviewing community settings research. The discrepancy in findings 
between controlled outcome studies and community emphasizes the need to do more than 
just assess whether or not therapy works or what types of therapies work; rather, there is 
a need to examine which underlying mechanisms involved in therapy produce significant 
results.  
In line with this current need, group therapy research has currently evolved when 
it comes to the types of research being conducted.  Currently, there is a call within the 
group therapy literature to shift from researching the curative factor of the patient-
therapist relationship and what types of therapies work, to researching how group therapy 
is effective (DeLucia & Bridbord, 2004; Garcia, 2008). This shift has focused on 
identifying the underlying mechanisms and processes involved in making group therapy 
functional and effective, as well as focusing on the development of increased precision in 
defining and measuring group process elements for higher quality studies (DeLucia & 
Bridbord, 2004). Group process elements include patient-group interactions, patient-
patient interactions, and patient-therapist interactions, among others. 
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Efforts at targeting the underlying mechanisms involved in group processes have 
been made through having participants rate their overall group experience at the end of 
treatment using quantitative measures. Unfortunately, however, these measures provide 
only an overall score of the client’s experience in the group therapy process, missing out 
on possibly valuable session-by-session experiences. In addition, due to their quantitative 
nature, these measures have been limited when it comes to the types of answers that can 
be obtained from participants. To address this need, Kurtines et al. (2008) called for 
bringing together in a conceptually meaningful way the use of qualitative and quantitative 
methodology in program evaluation research (Kurtines et al., 2008). Still, a review of the 
current literature suggested a scarcity of the use of qualitative methods in the 
development of measures of group process in general, and a specific absence of 
qualitatively-based measures developed for evaluating participant performance on a 
session-by-session basis.  
Moreover, because of the lack of session-by-session measures, few studies have 
attempted to examine the underlying mechanisms involved in group therapy at specific 
time points during the therapeutic process. For instance, although client factors have 
commonly been discussed in the group therapy literature, the effects of client factors, 
such as level of participation, at a specific time point during the group process remain 
unanalyzed.  Wampold (2001) suggests that a large percentage of the change noted in 
psychotherapy can be a consequence of “extratherapeutic factors,” which the client brings 
to the initial therapy session, such as personality and willingness to work. Yalom (2005) 
concludes that the ideal group therapy client should be willing to self-disclose, and give 
and receive feedback.  In addition, Oei & Green (2008) discuss how expectations of the 
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benefit and acceptance of rationale may contribute to the group therapy process.  
Individuals who enter the therapeutic process thinking it is a valid endeavor may be more 
likely to be active participants and have a different experience than those who did not 
choose to come to therapy.  These traits may influence a group member’s initial level of 
participation.   
Castonguay, Pincus, Agras, and Hines (1998) have highlighted the importance of 
early involvement of participants in the group process, determining that engagement 
amongst group members in the early stages of group process may help them tolerate the 
difficult therapeutic work that occurs towards the middle of group therapy, producing 
more positive results for members who participate early on, than those who do not 
become active till later.  Moreover, empirical research on group members who are unable 
to actively participate in the group, or whose contributions do not match the group 
standards of interaction, tend to have high drop-out rates, be less introspective and 
inquisitive, and may eventually be rejected by the group. These inactive (non-
participatory) members also appear to profit less from the group experience (Yalom, 
2005). Thus, a relationship may be present between higher levels of engagement at the 
beginning of the group therapeutic process and successful outcomes.    
As a first step to begin to examine these underlying mechanisms of group therapy, 
the Youth Development Project (YDP) has attempted to develop and utilize qualitative 
session-by-session measures of group therapy.  The YDP aims to create and develop 
measures for future use in the group therapy literature through its use of Relational Data 
Analysis (RDA).  Relational Data Analysis is a multidimensional, multiphasic framework 
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that allows for the fusion of qualitative and quantitative methodologies (Kurtines, Ferrer-
Wreder, Berman, Lorente, Silverman, & Montgomery, 2008).   
The Youth Development Project 
The Youth Development Project is a community-supported positive youth 
development program whose goal is to foster positive youth development among the 
culturally diverse and multi-problem adolescents attending Miami’s alternative high 
schools.  The YDP draws on principles consistent with the outreach research model, 
while incorporating a community-university collaboration (Kurtines, Montgomery, 
Lewis-Arango, Kortsch, Albrecht, Garcia, Ritchie, & Eichas, 2008). In addition, the YDP 
applies a developmental intervention approach that fuses the intervention change goals of 
the three main approaches to intervention (treatment science, prevention science, and 
developmental science) to create, refine, and implement in real-world settings effective, 
feasible, affordable, and sustainable programs that meet the community needs (Kurtines 
et al, 2008).   
As part of the YDP, the Changing Lives Program (CLP) provides on-site group 
therapy (among other services) to at-risk adolescents in alternative high schools in the 
Miami-Dade area.  The CLP utilizes a participatory transformative approach, which 
which requires clients to progress through the stages of Engagement, and Co-
Participatory Learning, before engaging in transformative activities where they become 
experts in their own lives and are able to solve self-selected problems and meet self-
selected goals (Kurtines et.al, 2008).  Therefore, level of initial engagement may be of 
particular importance for programs such as the CLP, which require a level of engagement 
to be present before clients can engage in change and problem solving.   
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The YDP’s Intervention 
In a study conducted by Eichas et al. (2010), the effectiveness of the YDP’s 
intervention was assessed using an outcome mediation model, which provided evidence 
in support of the direct outcomes of the intervention. Specifically, the evaluation of the 
CLP noted that the intervention increased participant’s feelings of personal 
expressiveness and decreased internalizing in females. Moreover, a mediated relationship 
was present, where being in the intervention increased personal expressiveness through 
informational cognitive processing style.  In addition, the intervention decreased identity 
resolution for African Americans.   
To further refine intervention effects, it is important to consider other client 
factors, such as the participant’s willingness to engage in the process. Current research in 
group process suggests that the level of participation in the intervention, specifically 
initial participation, can produce varying effects (Burlingame, 2001). For example, 
participants who are initially more involved may be better prepared to deal with the 
difficult aspects of group process that occur later in the therapeutic intervention. 
However, group differences in initial participation remain unexplored due to the lack of 
session-by-session measures. 
Future Directions for the Group Process Literature 
 Recognizing the need to further explore group processes in a session-by-session 
basis, Garcia (2008) developed a qualitative extension for the Participation Evaluation 
Rating Form (PERF).  The qualitative portion of the PERF provides a consensually-
derived, free response qualitative description of the team’s justification/rationale for their 
rating and has been coded using Relational Data Analysis (RDA) into the following 
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seven quantitative categories: Disruptive, Distracted, Withdrawn, Participatory, Self-
Disclosed, Insightful, and Supportive.  The qualitative portion of the PERF has also been 
shown to have acceptable levels of reliability and validity, as follows: inter-coder percent 
agreement for each category level ranged from .87 to .95, Fleiss’ kappa across all 
category levels ranged from .53 to .83, and Pearson Correlations ranged from r (40) = 
.969, p < .001 at the second order levels of theoretical categories to r (40) = .824, p < 
.0001 at the first-order levels (Garcia, 2008).  However, the PERF has not yet been used 
in any study of group process.   
 Moreover, the group therapy literature has been limited when it comes to the 
types of groups that are typically utilized in studies. Butler and Fuhriman (1983) noted 
that most studies on group therapy processes have been conducted utilizing outpatient 
psychotherapy groups, personal growth groups, and groups for hospitalized or partially 
hospitalized psychiatric patients.  In addition, Butler and Fuhriman (1983) have 
emphasized how different types of groups (outpatient psychotherapy groups, personal 
growth groups, and psychiatric patients) emphasize different elements as essential for 
change and growth. For instance, outpatient therapy groups tend to value interpersonal 
learning (input), catharsis, and understanding, while hospitalized or partially hospitalized 
psychiatric patients do not regard these elements as important in the group therapy 
process.  Therefore, the present study highlights the importance of examining the 
underlying group therapy processes that occur in different types of groups. In line with 
these ideas, the current study aims to examine how group therapy processes operate 
within a positive youth development approach utilizing at-risk adolescents.   
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Positive Development Groups for At-Risk Adolescents  
Adolescence has emerged as a developmental period that offers opportunities and 
constraints to change an individual’s life course. During adolescence, individuals are 
offered the opportunity to decide upon and commit to the values, goals, and beliefs that 
will guide the process of developing an identity (Erikson, 1959; 1968).  In recent years, 
adolescence has increasingly been recognized as a developmental period that offers 
opportunities to change an individual’s life course in positive or negative directions. In 
line with these ideas, researchers have moved away from viewing adolescence as a time 
of “stress and storm” (Arnett, 2000) and have moved towards considering it as a period of 
increased potential (Eichas, Albrecht, Garcia, Ritchie, Varela, Garcia, Rinaldi, 
Montgomery, Silverman, Jaccard, & Kurtines, 2010). However, adolescence is not an 
easy transition for all youth and many are still at risk for developing negative pathways.  
Of specific importance are at-risk youth; adolescents who are on a negative life course 
pathway, are at risk for multiple negative developmental outcomes, and are at an 
increased risk for numerous problem behaviors. 
Group therapy has been commonly cited as the treatment of choice for 
adolescents, specifically at-risk youth (Paone, Packman, Maddux, & Rothman, 2008).  
Group therapy appears to be effective for at-risk youth because of the unique experiences 
that are apparent during this stage such as the struggle for autonomy, difficulties with 
authority, and increased focus on peers. The importance of group therapy is especially 
prominent for adolescents who may be experiencing problems with peers, feel alienated, 
isolated, or are experiencing low self-esteem (Mishna & Muskrat, 2004). At-risk 
adolescents commonly experience the issues previously described. These aspects may be 
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even more prominent in at-risk youth residing in a context of disempowerement, who 
commonly lack a support group and financial means, and whose lives may be on a 
negative course. At-risk youth are less likely to attend individual counseling; however, 
they are more likely to remain engaged when they have peer support (Rose, 1998), 
emphasizing the need for group therapy among this population.     
In response to both of these issues (i.e., empowering at-risk teens to change their 
life course while being mindful of what interventions may be best suited for this 
population), the Positive Youth Development Program (YDP) utilizes a co-participatory 
transformative approach as the guiding framework for its group therapy approach.  
Within this approach, the adolescents in the groups participate in leadership roles through 
a co-participatory learning process that involves identifying problems with other 
members of their group (and the facilitators), and working together to find alternate 
solutions to those problems. Group members then engage in “transformative activities” 
(i.e., self-directed efforts to change the negative direction of their lives) to solve these 
problems, and obtain support from each other while doing so. Through this process, 
participants share knowledge and expertise with other group members, and, in the 
process, are empowered with a greater sense of control and responsibility in their own 
lives. Despite evidence for the use a positive youth development approach with 
adolescents (Eichas et al., 2010; Lerner, 2005), research on group therapy processes in 
this area is scant or nonexistent. 
Significance of the Current Study 
Group therapy has shown to have beneficial effects for clients of all ages (Mishna 
& Muskat, 2004) and has commonly been emphasized as the treatment of choice for 
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adolescents. Group therapy provides support, acceptance, and support amongst peers for 
adolescents. In addition, group therapy mirrors the outside world, while providing a “safe 
place” where adolescents can learn to change behavior (Mishna & Muskat, 2004).  
However, despite these findings, the area of group process research remains largely 
unexplored.   
Although the stages of group process have been described, little research has been 
conducted when it comes to observing how these different processes occur. For instance, 
the therapeutic factor of cohesion has commonly been emphasized as central to the 
therapeutic process (Yalom, 2005). Cohesion is thought to be composed of three 
elements:  intrapersonal, intragroup, and interpersonal cohesion (Burlingame, Fuhriman, 
& Johnson, 2001). Intrapersonal cohesion focuses on the member’s feelings of alliance, 
commitment, and sense of belonging to the group. Intragroup cohesion focuses on 
cohesion on a group level such as universality and support. Lastly, interpersonal cohesion 
focuses on positive exchanges between group members.   
Member-to-member interaction has notably been cited as one of the primary 
agents of change in group treatment and is related to the development of trust.  In 
addition, increased member-to-member interaction has been associated with patient 
improvement (Burlingame, 2001). In line with these ideas, outpatient group therapy 
studies have shown interpersonal learning (input) to be ranked within the top three factors 
rated as valued by group members (Butler and Fuhriman, 1983). When defining what 
aspect of “input” they valued, participants commonly cited receiving feedback from other 
members as the most important source of change (i.e., they valued hearing, 
understanding, and learning about their effect on others, and others’ responses to their 
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behavior). In addition, along the “input” dimension, participants voiced that they valued 
recognizing and expressing emotions within the group therapy setting. Therefore, it may 
be that participants who are more willing to provide and accept input from the beginning 
of the group therapy process will experience different benefits than those who have to 
ease into the therapeutic process. In line with these ideas, Yalom (2005) states that the 
silent client (non-participatory) may gain from the group therapy process by engaging 
vicariously through the experience of other members. However, silent clients tend to be 
“problem clients” who rarely benefit significantly or in the same way that active clients 
do. Interpersonal group theory has also emphasized the interactions that take place during 
group sessions as the most important aspect for change.   
Despite agreement amongst therapists regarding the processes that occur in group 
therapy, research in this area is limited and numerous questions remain unanswered 
regarding the underlying mechanisms of group therapy. For instance, if interactions are 
the most important element for change, does that mean that participants who are more 
willing to interact from the initial session experience different outcomes than those who 
have to “ease” into the process or do not participate at all? Or do those participants who 
attend sessions, but are not initially active, experience the same outcomes? Oei & Green 
(2008) have emphasized the need to assess participation when evaluating group therapy 
services. However, because of the lack of session-by-session measures of client 
participation, differences on positive outcomes based on initial participation have not 
been analyzed.   
In response to this need, the current study utilized the PERF, a session-by session 
measure of group participation, as a measure of initial participation to build on both 
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Eichas’s (2010) and Garcia’s (2008) studies. Specifically, the current study will utilize an 
outcome mediation model to examine whether initial level of participation in the 
intervention (Control/No intervention, non-participatory, participatory) predicts change in 
Identity Conflict Resolution (IDCR), Personal Expressiveness and Informational Identity 
Style (INFO) at post-test and Internalizing Behaviors (INT), and Externalizing Behaviors 
(EXT) and post and follow-up assessment. Secondly, over and above direct effects, the 
current study sought to examine whether relationships between variables varied as a 
result of group differences (Control/No intervention, non-participatory, participatory) in 
initial participation. 
The current study expands the group therapy literature by contributing knowledge 
regarding how different mechanisms operate within group therapy. Specifically, this 
study is setting the groundwork for future studies examining participation on a session-
by-session basis. Group therapy has commonly been cited as providing benefits for 
individuals of all ages and is commonly referred to as the “treatment of choice” for 
interpersonal problems, social skills development, reducing feelings of alienation and 
isolation, as well as increasing self-esteem (Mishna & Muskrat, 2004). Group therapy 
allows individuals to work out their problems in the “face of society,” instead of problem 
solving in isolation and then applying their solutions back into the environment (Gerber, 
1994).  It also allows participants to receive feedback from various individuals, to learn 
how it feels to help others and receive feedback, to evaluate their own problems against 
problems other members are experiencing, and it gives them the opportunity to practice 
what they have learned in a safe environment (Tawardros, 2012).  According to Yalom 
(2005), outcome research has demonstrated that group therapy is an effective form of 
12 
psychotherapy and that it is at least equal to individual therapy. Yalom further 
emphasized the need to explore the underlying processes of group therapy by pointing 
out that if researchers can identify how group therapy works with precision and certainty, 
the field of psychology will have at its disposal much needed information which can be 
utilized to treat the most vexing and controversial problems of psychotherapy. However, 
despite surmounting evidence on the positive effects of group therapy (e.g., group 
therapy has been noted to be effective for use with adolescents, relationship issues, social 
skills training, etc) and numerous calls from researchers regarding the need to examine 
these processes (Yalom, 2005), few studies have examined how group therapy works and 
even fewer studies have attempted to explore the mechanisms operating within the group 
therapy process.   
The current study aims to undertake the initial step in analyzing these processes 
by examining how level of participation during the first group therapy session influences 
scores on positive outcomes, as well as untargeted problem outcomes (such as 
internalizing and externalizing problems).  The current study explores whether members 
who participate more readily in the group therapy process reap different rewards than 
those who do not participate or are slower to engage in the therapeutic process.    
This study poses numerous theoretical implications when it comes to the group 
process and positive development literatures. There is currently a general consensus 
amongst therapists regarding how group therapy works and the mechanisms that are 
involved in making group therapy effective.  Still, upon reviewing the current literature, 
few studies have been conducted investigating these mechanisms. Therefore, regardless 
of many studies citing the effectiveness of group therapy and depicting how group 
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therapy works (Burlingame, 2005; Castonguay, Pincus, Agras, and Hines, 1998; Yalom, 
2005), few have actually researched these aspects. The current study begins to unravel 
the complex processes that are present within the group therapy processes by detailing 
how level of initial participation affects both positive and negative outcomes in group 
therapy. This knowledge is the first step in creating more specific theories of group 
process. In addition, through the current study’s use of a co-participatory transformative 
approach in conducting group therapy under the umbrella of positive youth development, 
the current study adds to the positive psychology literature. The current study advances 
the group process and positive psychology literatures by providing valuable insights 
regarding how group therapy works and for whom.   
Through exploring how initial participation affects positive and negative 
outcomes, the current study aids in refining the group therapy process when it comes to 
member selection, the development of techniques such as icebreakers that can encourage 
increased participation from the initial group therapy sessions, and provides emphasis for 
the use of pre-group training. The current study provides valuable insights that will allow 
group therapy researchers, interventionists, and therapists to improve the group therapy 
process, so that participants can benefit most and so that those participants who can gain 
the most benefit are selected.   
Moreover, the current study sets the groundwork for future research in the area of 
group therapy processes by highlighting the importance to do more than just assess what 
type of therapies work, but instead to assess why different therapies work and for whom 
they work. This study is the first step in the development of group measures that examine 
group therapy processes in a session-by-session manner, emphasizing the importance of 
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viewing group therapy as a continuous process, which encompasses change over time in 
participation. To date, group therapy research has been conducted using an overall rating 
of the group therapy experience (i.e., participants rate their overall experience, or 
therapists rate the participant’s overall progress). However, overall ratings exclude a 
significant amount of important information about the processes that are occurring over 
time in group therapy. The present study also provides support for the use of the PERF as 
a session-by-session measure of group therapy. The current study advances the group 
therapy literature, as well as the positive youth development literature by providing 
valuable insights into how group therapy operates, as well as how these processes operate 
within a positive psychology framework utilized with at-risk youth. Lastly, the current 
study seeks to provide a better understanding of the impact of individual factors on the 
group therapy process by utilizing an outcome meditational model to examine the effects 
of level of initial participation in the group therapy process on positive and negative 
outcomes.  
Statement of the Problem 
The current study aims to take a first step at addressing the underlying 
mechanisms involved in group therapy, by researching how level of initial participation 
affects the group therapy process.  Specifically, the current study aims to examine 
whether participation and initial level of participation in the intervention (Control/No 
intervention, non-participatory, participatory) predicts change in Identity Conflict 
Resolution (IDCR), Personal Expressiveness and Informational Identity Style (INFO) at 
post-test and Internalizing Behaviors (INT), and Externalizing Behaviors (EXT) and post 
and follow-up assessment.  In addition, the current study aims to provide evidence for the 
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use and development of session-by-session group process measures.  This study will 
advance group process research by providing a better understanding of the mechanisms 
operating in group therapy, as well as increasing our understanding when it comes to how 
individual differences in initial participation can affect outcomes.  Also, the development 
of qualitative session-by-session measures, will allow the group therapy literature to 
examine group processes in a detailed fashion while accounting for temporal change. 
Delimitations 
 The current study aims to examine whether differences exist on positive outcomes 
(Identity Conflict Resolution, Personal Expressiveness, and Informational Identity Style), 
as well as untargeted problem outcomes (such as internalizing and externalizing 
problems), on the basis of level of initial participation.  However, as a result of low 
sample size, the current study will not examine differences in ethnicity and will not track 
how changes in participation over time influences the variables of interest.    
II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
The History of the Positive Development Movement 
 Prior to World War II, psychology had three distinct missions: to cure mental 
illness, make the lives of people more productive and fulfilling, and to identify and 
nurture talents.  However, following World War II, the field experienced an increase in 
federally funded research as a consequence of the creation of Veteran’s Affairs and the 
National Institute for Mental Health (NIMH), shifting psychology’s mission to primarily 
focusing on curing mental illness.  This shift fostered an increased emphasis on 
intervention science.  Specifically focusing on the development, implementation, and 
evaluation of clinical interventions that targeted the treatment of psychopathology in 
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individuals. Furthermore, the literature on individual treatment interventions that 
emerged followed a clinical disease model whose aim was to produce immediate 
treatment results through the reduction or elimination of problem behaviors and 
symptomatology (Seligman, 2002).  
 Although this focus has brought about many benefits (i.e., substantial 
developments in the treatment and understanding of mental illness, identifying new 
disorders, etc.), the other two missions of psychology were vastly forgotten.  However, as 
the field has come to a realization of the limits of the disease model, an interest for 
psychology’s two other principles (making the lives of people more fulfilling and 
developing/nurturing talents) has developed.  This has allowed for a large and growing 
literature to emerge focusing on promoting positive development.  Unlike the more 
clinical orientation of the treatment intervention research and subsequent prevention 
research, the positive development literature emerged out of the recognition that 
interventions need to do more than treat problem behaviors or symptoms (Damon, 2004; 
Damon, Menon, & Bronk, 2003; Lerner et al., 2000).   
The positive development movement adopts its framework from Developmental 
Science, which adopts a life span/interdisciplinary orientation to applied issues (Lerner, 
Fisher, & Weinberg, 2000).  In addition, within this orientation, the term Applied 
Developmental Science (ADS) emphasizes a focus on systematic and successive changes 
within human systems that occur across the lifespan with the goal of optimizing 
developmental outcome.  The evolution of ADS, along with a shift away from viewing 
youth as both dangerous and endangered to viewing them as resources to be developed, 
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and not as problems to be managed (Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003), has allowed the 
positive youth development movement to emerge.   
 Along with the emergence of the positive youth development movement, there 
has been a growing interest for researching and creating developmental science models of 
what changes and how it changes (Lerner, 2005) and intervention science models of what 
to change and how to change it (Holmbeck, 2002; Weisz & Hawley, 2002).  This interest 
has resulted in the development of a Developmental Intervention Science (DIS) 
perspective, a fusion of the developmental and intervention science literatures.  The DIS 
perspective focuses on utilizing knowledge on changes which occur across the lifespan to 
develop, implement, and evaluate empirically based, multidisciplinary/life span 
intervention strategies (Kurtines, Ferrer-Wreder, Berman, Lorente, et al., 2008). 
 The growing interest in promoting positive development, along with the 
development of the DIS approach has caused increased attention to be placed on 
interventions that foster positive youth development (Catalano, Berglund, Ryan, 
Lonczak, & Hawkins, 2004, 1999; Kröger, Winter, & Shaw, 1998; Sloboda & David, 
1997).  The literatures that have emerged out of this interest have focused on attempting 
to shift the focus of intervention research from reducing pathology and symptomatology 
to developing and nurturing positive strengths and promoting development in positive 
domains such as responsibility, self-esteem, etc.  Strengths such as optimism, 
perseverance, and faith, can serve as buffers against future problem behaviors (Seligman, 
2002).  Therefore, through intervening to promote and foster these strengths, future 
problem behaviors may be decreased.    
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Changing Lives Program 
The Changing Lives Program (CLP), which was developed as part of the Miami 
Youth Development Project (YDP), is the intervention program that served as the 
framework for the collection of the data that were used in my study.  The Miami Youth 
Development Project is the result of efforts to create a university-community 
collaboration built on research-related principles consistent with the outreach research 
model (Jensen et al., 1999; Lerner, et al., 2000), a model that focuses on meeting 
community needs by generating innovative knowledge of effective change intervention 
strategies that are feasible, affordable, and sustainable in “real world” settings (Kurtines 
et al., 2008). The Changing Lives Program is school-based counseling intervention that 
uses a participatory learning and transformative approach to empower troubled (multi-
problem) youth in alternative high schools (Kurtines et al., 2008).  
The CLP provided onsite counseling services to all the voluntary alternative high 
schools of the Miami Dade County Public School system, approximately 200 to 250 
students a year. These students are self-referred or have been referred by school 
counselors, teachers, or administrators for counseling in group and or individual settings. 
The goal of the CLP is to generate a context in which troubled youth can transform their 
sense of control and responsibility and change their “negative” life trajectories into 
positive ones. The intervention goal is to change lives through the use of intervention 
strategies that are transformative and co-participatory.  
For its developmental theory (i.e., notions of what changes and how to changes as 
part of the normative process of development), the Changing Lives Program draws from 
both psychosocial developmental theory (Erikson, 1968) and life course theory (Elder, 
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1998), referred to as a “psychosocial developmental life course” approach. From 
psychosocial developmental theory, the CLP adopts a view of adolescence as a 
developmental stage at which an individual begins to choose “who I am,” and is first 
confronted with the difficult challenge (and responsibility) of choosing the goals, roles, 
and beliefs about the world that give their life direction and purpose as well as, coherence 
and integration (i.e., a positive sense of identity). From lifecourse theory, the CLP seeks 
to foster a sense of empowerment for intervention participants and adopts an emphasis on 
how individuals construct their own life course through the choices and actions they 
make within the constraints and opportunities of history and social circumstances.  
For its intervention theory (i.e., notions of what to change and how to change it in 
the intervention groups), referred to as a “participatory transformative” approach to the 
development of intervention change strategies, CLP draws from multicultural counseling 
theory’s emphasis of empowering individuals to critically evaluate and transform their 
social circumstances (Sue & Sue, 2003). For specific intervention strategies, the 
intervention draws on Freire’s (1983; 1970) transformative pedagogy for empowering 
marginalized people through critical discussion. Freire argued that pedagogy of dialogue, 
rather than instruction, facilitates this process of personal empowerment. Freire 
developed this approach in his work with impoverished Brazilian peasants, and it appears 
to work well with the culturally diverse, marginalized, multi-problem youth who are 
involved in the CLP intervention. CLP facilitators use participatory co-learning and 
transformative practices to create contexts in which young people can change for the 
better as they take more responsibility for their lives and their communities. The 
adolescents in the groups participate in leadership roles through a co-participatory 
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learning process that involves identifying problems with other members of their group 
(and the facilitators), as well as to find alternate solutions to those problems. Equally 
important, group members follow through by engaging in “transformative activities” (i.e., 
self-directed efforts to change the negative direction of their lives) to solve these 
problems, and obtain support from each other while doing so. The participants share 
knowledge and expertise with other group members, and, in the process, are empowered 
with a greater sense of control and responsibility in their own lives. 
The Changing Lives Program intervention progresses through the following three 
phases: (1) Engagement, (2) Participatory Co-learning, and (3) Transformative Activities.  
The first two phases provide a foundation for the participants’ proactive engagement in 
Transformative Activities. Transformative activities allow participants to learn the 
process of problem posing and problem solving and becoming “experts” on their own 
lives.  The primary goal of the Changing Lives Program is to provide the participants 
with a context in which they can (1) gain a sense of control and responsibility over their 
lives to transform their negative life trajectories into positive ones and (2) take active 
roles in the intervention process where they can take active roles in solving their own 
problems and putting those solutions into effect in their lives thus creating a sense of 
empowerment.  However, as the third stage of the intervention builds on the first two, it 
may be that certain participants who are more willing to engage from the first session of 
the intervention experience different results than those who progress more slowly through 
each stage (Kurtines, et al, 2008).  
Recent studies have provided preliminary evidence for the CLP’s efficaciousness 
across several outcome indices, including measures of identity processes such as 
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exploration and commitment, personal expressiveness, and identity distress.  However, 
the mechanisms operating within the program’s group process intervention remain 
unexplored.  The current study examines whether there are differences in positive 
outcomes and untargeted negative outcomes based on group members’ initial level of 
participation.  Specifically, examining whether there are differences in outcomes between 
those participants who are initially engaged in the intervention and those who progress in 
a slower fashion. 
The History of Group Therapy 
 Theories of psychology originated with a focus on the individual and under the 
idea that problems are rooted in the individual’s psyche.  It was not until the 1940’s that 
the field of psychology officially recognized the importance of treating problems in a 
group setting (Fenell, 2003).  However, the foundations of group work in the United 
States can be traced back to the late 19th century and the early 20th century.  As people 
migrated to America, settlement houses were created to ease the transition for these 
immigrants.  In these settlement houses, individuals commonly formed informal support 
groups where they met to discuss current issues, struggles, and provide each other with 
much needed encouragement and hope.   The first formal therapy groups were created in 
1905 by Joseph Pratt for individuals suffering from tuberculosis.  Pratt believed that if 
these people were able to share their experiences with one another and provided each 
other support, they would improve (Advameg, 2002).  However, it was Alfred Adler who 
exerted great influence in the popularity of group therapy.  In the 1930’s, Adler 
hypothesized that the problems being experienced by many individuals originated as a 
result of social constructs.  Adler encouraged people to form support groups in an effort 
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to reduce these problems.  In response to Adler’s emphasis on the need for group therapy, 
groups start to be assembled in hospitals and clinics to provide support for individuals 
dealing with disease, death, etc.  However, group therapy was still in its infancy stage and 
most groups run at this time were considered support groups. 
 It was not until the 1940’s that group work was formally recognized in the field of 
psychology.  In line with Roger’s ideas, at this time therapists began to realize that 
problems form in a “system” (Fenell, 2003) and more emphasis starts to be placed on the 
idea that behavior, achievement, and personality traits, amongst others, are influenced by 
the beliefs, perceptions, etc., of an individual’s environment, as well as the way an 
individual is treated and their awareness regarding expectations (Beall & Sternberg, 
1993).  As this approach became more prominent and systems theory began to gain more 
popularity, the field of psychology started to develop group therapies, techniques, and 
interventions.  Group therapy was built on the idea that problems are multifaceted and 
through the group, individuals can come to see their role in the problem and all members 
can engage together in finding solutions to the problem.  Furthermore, as group therapy 
evolved, therapists begin to realize that at times it is counter-intuitive to separate the 
individual from society to resolve a problem and then reintroduce them to the 
environment where the problem was created.  Interventionists begin to emphasize the 
idea that individuals do not exist in isolation and will benefit from problem solving in a 
social situation (Gerber, 1994).  Finally, in 1940 the Group Therapy Association (GTA) 
was founded as a way to further therapist’s efforts at increasing the use of group therapy.   
 As group therapy gained popularity, group therapists began to practice utilizing 
some of psychology’s founding theories.  For instance, group therapy was practiced 
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utilizing psychodynamic theory.  Under a psychodynamic approach, therapy sessions 
focused on making clients aware of unconscious forces.  The task for the therapist was to 
observe and analyze the group member’s interactions and help group members become 
aware of these unconscious forces.  Another popular approach utilized in group therapy 
sessions was that of Carl Roger’s person-centered approach.  Unlike psychodynamic 
theory, Rogers believed there should be a level of equality between the group facilitator 
and the group members.  Under this approach, the facilitator’s primary responsibility was 
to aid members in rediscovering their potentials.  Gestalt therapy, which focuses on the 
client’s current experience as a way of increasing awareness of behaviors, beliefs, and 
feelings, also began to be used in group sessions.  Moreover, Cognitive Behavioral 
Therapy (CBT) was incorporated into group session as a way to teach clients the origin of 
thought and to replace irrational thoughts with more adaptive ones.  As these different 
approaches were utilized within the realm of group therapy, new techniques for treating 
individuals in a group therapy setting were developed and both researchers and therapists 
began to make attempts to describe the underlying processes that occur in group therapy.   
 For instance, Yalom (1985, 1995) created an interpersonal model of group 
therapy, which has been vastly influential in the group therapy literature.  Yalom’s 
interpersonal model emphasizes the idea that a basic human drive for interpersonal 
attachment and the maintenance of self-worth exists (Garrick & Ewashen, 2001).  Under 
Yalom’s model, the goal is to create a therapeutic space in which distortions can be 
brought to light and challenged in a safe place. However, despite descriptions of these 
processes being generated and group therapy models being created, operationalizing 
these ideas in order to conduct research that targets the specific descriptions of the 
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processes that occur in group therapy has been difficult and virtually non-existent.  For 
example, interpersonal group theory views the interactions that take place in the group as 
the most important aspect for change.  However, it is still unknown whether those that 
enter into these interactions earlier in the group therapy process reap greater rewards than 
those who do not become active participants till later in the process (Mishna & Muskat, 
2004).   
 As a preliminary step in attempting to describe the group therapeutic process, 
through approaching “the complex through the simple,” Yalom (1995) has delineated 
eleven therapeutic factors that are believed to be present in group therapy (i.e., instillation 
of hope, universality, imparting information, altruism, the corrective recapitulation of the 
primary family group, development of socializing techniques, imitative behavior, 
interpersonal learning, group cohesiveness, catharsis, and existential factors).  These 
factors are thought to be interdependent, function at different parts of the change process, 
can act at different levels (i.e., cognition, behavior, emotion), and some (such as 
cohesiveness) are deemed to be preconditions for change.  Of these factors, interpersonal 
learning and cohesiveness are viewed as the most important.  Through interpersonal 
learning individuals come to value relationships, create satisfying peer relationships that 
may boost their self-esteem, and can experience correction emotional experiences.  
Interpersonal relationships also allow the group to become a social microcosm where 
group members will eventually start to act like themselves.  This is thought to be 
extremely advantageous, as it is eventually unnecessary for participants to describe their 
pathology, because they will sooner or later reenact is before the other members’ eyes.  
Cohesiveness is defined as all the forces that act on all members such that they remain in 
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the group, or more simply, the “togetherness” of the group.  Cohesiveness is the 
equivalent of the therapeutic relationship in individual therapy.  However, Yalom (2005) 
cautions that these factors were proposed from his clinical experience and the experience 
of other therapists, once again highlighting the need to explore these processes utilizing 
adequate research methods.   
 Thus, the field of group therapy has made great strides in utilizing observations to 
describe how different processes occur, creating models to support these ideas, and 
describing the different stages of group therapy.  However, because group therapy is still 
a young field, much of the group therapy research literature is still in its beginning stages.   
Unique Benefits of Group Therapy 
 The current literature on group therapy highlights many beneficial factors that are 
unique to the group therapy process.  For instance, the following factors have been cited 
as exclusive to group therapy:  social relationships can be observed by the therapist, 
group members are able to influence one another, and group members may use group 
dynamics to achieve their aims (Tawadros, 2012).  Most importantly, group therapy 
allows for the creation of a “social microcosm” in which group members can recreate the 
outside environment to learn more about themselves, their problems, and each other, 
while doing so in a “safe place.”  Within this “social microcosm,” group therapy 
members may also practice what they have learned.  Unlike individual therapy, group 
therapy provides a social process, where members can learn to help each other and 
discover how it feels to help, be helped, and receive feedback.  In addition, group therapy 
allows individuals to evaluate their own problems against those of others, allowing them 
to reconstruct their ideas, concepts, attitudes, etc., and re-evaluate their experiences.  For 
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instance, a group member may think they “had it bad,” or were the only person 
experiencing something, until they hear someone else’s story.  Thus, by sharing in the 
therapeutic process with others, group members may come to realize that their problems 
are not unique and that recovery is possible (i.e., a group member who felt they could 
never surpass a problem may witness another group member’s improvement and come to 
realize that improvement is possible).  Through this process, group members may also 
come to identify problems first in others and then in themselves.   
Moreover, unlike some individual therapies, group therapy rejects the idea that 
the client should be a passive recipient of treatment.  In group therapy, clients are an 
active part of the treatment, offering and receiving feedback, sharing and listening to one 
another, taking on different roles within the group, etc.  Even inactive members (i.e., 
members who may not share or tend to participate less) may still gain some sort of 
experience.  Through activity in the group, clients are assured of their personal worth and 
value (Tawadros, 2012).  However, despite all the benefits group therapy offers, little 
research has been conducted when it comes to examining the underlying mechanisms and 
processes that operate within group therapy.  For instance, as previously stated, group 
therapy rejects the notion that the client should be a passive recipient of treatment.  
However, few studies have examined whether level of participation, or timing of 
participation have an effect on the outcomes of the therapeutic process.   
Group Therapy Research: Exploring the Underlying Mechanisms of Group Process 
 Group therapy research has currently undergone numerous changes in terms of 
the types of research being conducted.  There has currently been a shift from researching 
what type of group therapy is effective to researching how group therapy is effective 
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(Garcia, 2008).  This shift has focused on the underlying mechanisms and processes 
currently involved in making group therapy functional and effective, as well as focusing 
on the development of increased precision in defining and measuring group process 
elements for higher quality studies (Bednar & Kaul, 1994).    
Despite current attempts to explain the mechanisms involved in group therapy, the 
group literature continues to fail at providing conclusions that utilize a scientific approach 
at examining relationships between factors operating in the group process (Burlingame, 
et. al, 2001).  Although several factors have been cited as important to the group process, 
additional research must be conducted to further define what aspects contribute to the 
group process. For instance, the degree to which the client is prepared to utilize and 
engage in the group process has been cited as a factor that may promote positive 
outcomes.  Thus, the group therapy literature has emphasized the need for pregroup 
training (i.e., preparing group members for the group therapy process prior to being 
placed in group).   
Pregroup training has been noted to have a positive effect on the group experience 
and lead to more successful groups, as well as increasing empowerement, and decreasing 
attrition (Burlingame, 2001).  Thus, it appears that pregroup training prepares group 
members for the group experience, so that they are able to utilize the group in a beneficial 
manner from the initial session.  Consequently, clients who are capable of participating in 
a constructive manner from the initial session may have different gains, than those who 
progress in a slower fashion.  In his study on failing groups, Karterud (2008) cited being 
unprepared to use the group in a constructive manner as one of the possible explanations 
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as to why groups fail.  Therefore, it appears that certain initial client factors may have an 
effect on how successful group therapy is.   
Moreover, the degree of involvement in the group therapy process is thought to be 
an important factor when it comes to the effectiveness of group therapy.  Member to 
member interactions have commonly been thought to create a “social microcosm” in 
which change can take place, increasing patient improvement and cohesion (Burlingame, 
et al., 2001).  However, it is important to distinguish that member interaction does not 
mean turn taking, but instead is intended to mean actively participating in the group 
therapy process.   
In addition, Castonguay, Pincus, Agras, and Hines (1998) have highlighted the 
importance of early involvement in group therapy, concluding that engagement amongst 
group members in the early stages of group process may help them tolerate the difficult 
therapeutic work that occurs towards the middle of group therapy, producing more 
positive results for members.  Thus, a relationship may be present between higher levels 
of engagement at the beginning of the group therapeutic process and successful 
outcomes.  
Group Process Measures  
Several quantitative measures of group process have currently been effectively 
used in an attempt to assess and better understand the group process.  For instance, the 
Session Evaluation Form (SEF; Bussell & Kurtines, 1999), which is currently in use by 
the Youth Development Project (YDP), provides a session-by-session rating of group 
process (Garcia, 2008).  This measure was adapted for use with adolescents from the 
Session Impact Scale by Elliot and Wexler (1994) and consists of four subscales (Group 
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Impact, Facilitator Impact, Skills Impact, and Exploration Impact).  These subscales are 
rated using a 5-point Likert scale, 1 = not at all, 2 = slightly, 3 = somewhat, 4 = pretty 
much, and 5 = very much.  While the SEF has provided a session-by-session measure of 
each participant’s rating of the group process, it has been limited in the types of answers 
that can be collected due to its quantitative nature and it has failed to consider the group 
facilitator’s point of view.  In order to rectify this, Mac Gowan (1997) developed the 
Group Engagement Measure (GEM).   
The GEM provides facilitator ratings for each group member’s engagement on the 
following seven dimensions: attendance, contributing, relating to group worker, relating 
with group members, contracting with group services, working on own problems, and 
working on another group member’s problems.  However, the GEM has been limited in 
the sense that it does not provide session-by-session assessments of group process.   
There has been a growing recognition of the potentially important contribution of 
bringing together in a conceptual meaningful way the use of qualitative and quantitative 
methodology in program evaluation (Kurtines et al., 2008). However, a review of the 
current literature indicated a scarcity of the use of qualitative methods in the development 
of measures of group process in general and its absence specifically with respect to the 
development of qualitatively based measures for evaluating participant performance on a 
session by session basis. 
 Development of Group Process Measures 
 In order to better understand underlying group therapy processes, it is essential to 
track participants’ changes over time in a session-by-session format.  However, a review 
of the literature shows a lack of group process measures that identify group therapy 
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mechanisms on a session-by-session basis.   Instead, group process studies are typically 
conducted by using quantitative measures where the participant rates their overall 
experience of the group upon termination.  Due to the complexity of group process 
mechanisms, quantitative descriptions often lack the detail and precision required to 
assess change. 
The Participation Evaluation Rating Form (PERF), an exploratory session-by-
session measure of group process, was created in an effort to address this gap in the 
literature. The PERF includes both a quantitative and qualitative component. Specifically, 
at the end of each session, the PERF instructs the intervention team to provide both a 
quantitative rating of each group member’s participatory performance in the session and 
qualitative (open-ended) description of their justification/rationale for their evaluation. 
The anchors for the quantitative ratings are: 5= Active & Constructive, 4= Active But, 
Not Constructive, 3= Participatory, 2= Passive or Withdrawn, 1= Disruptive. The open-
ended written description of the rationale for the evaluation is entered next to each 
participant’s rating anchor.  Therefore, the PERF provides the intervention team’s 
consensually derived evaluation of the participant’s performance for each group session.   
In an effort to further refine qualitative measures for use in the group process 
literature, Garcia (2008) utilized Relational Data Analysis (RDA) to analyze the 
psychometric properties of the PERF and develop an RDA Coding Template (RDA-CT) 
for it’s qualitative responses.  Garcia’s findings indicated that the RDA-PERF has 
acceptable reliability and validity, providing support for the use of this measure in future 
studies of group process.   
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Specifically, inter-coder percent agreement among the Theoretical Open Coders 
(TOC) and Theoretical Classification Coder (TCC) for each category level ranged from 
.87 to .95, being moderate to high; the Fleiss’ kappa across all category levels ranged 
from .53 to .83, indicating moderate to almost perfect agreement; and the Pearson 
Correlations between the TOC and TCC ranged from r (40) = .969, p < .0001 at the 
second order levels of theoretical categories to r (40) = .824, p< .0001 at the first order 
levels.  Moreover, the developed RDA-CT for the qualitative portion of the PERF 
indicated that open-ended descriptions can be coded into three quantitative categories 
(Participatory, Non-Participatory, and Disruptive) and six quantitative sub categories as 
follows: Distracted, Withdrawn, Participative, Self-Disclosed, Insightful, and Supportive.   
The PERF thus provides a method for capturing on a session-by-session basis a 
brief qualitative narrative description of the intervention team’s perception of each 
individual group member’s participatory performance.  Thus, providing an opportunity to 
examine the degree of each member’s participation on a per session basis. 
Relational Data Analysis (RDA) 
Relational Data Analysis is a multidimensional, multiphasic framework for 
unifying the use of data analytic strategies across both dimensions of analysis 
(quantitative/qualitative, causal/structural, etc.) and phases of analyses (conceptual, 
theoretical, and research analyses) (Kurtines et al., 2008).  In addition to providing a 
potentially useful framework for evaluating youth development programs, RDA also 
provides a framework for addressing a larger issue, i.e., the issue of the conceptual utility 
of the data analytic strategies that have been developed as part of the RDA framework.  
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Within this RDA framework, the goal has been to develop qualitative methods 
that make it possible to capture reliably and in real time a moving “snapshot” of the core 
properties of the categories of subjective meaning and significance that the participants in 
the CLP use in the construction of their sense of self and identity.  A series of studies 
have been conducted to provide preliminary support for the reliability and validity of 
qualitative measures developed within the Relational Data Analysis (RDA) framework in 
evaluating the CLP (Lewis Arango et al., 2008; Kortsch et al., 2008).  
The preliminary research of the CLP indicates that the narrative expressions of 
participants’ subjective experiences collected using qualitative methods can be coded and 
classified with a level of reliability and validity that parallel those of quantitative 
measures. Moreover, the results obtained with the specific modifications to the methods 
and procedures for coding and classifying open-ended response data that have been 
refined and implemented, e.g., intentionally manipulating the level of theoretical 
saturation of the coders at each sequential phase of the data analysis – theory neutral, 
theory saturated, theory neutral as well as the type of coding – Conceptual Open Coding 
(COC), Theoretical Open Coding (TOC), Theoretical Classification Coding (TCC). The 
use of psychometric analysis in evaluating the category coding, etc. provide considerable 
support for the utility of using this type of practical, ready-at-hand relational 
methodological framework (Kurtines & Montgomery, 2008).  
As reported in Kurtines et al. (2008), the use of an experimental manipulation of 
three sets of coders (theory neutral, theory laden, theory neutral), each using a distinctly 
different variant of the method of constant comparison (COC, TOC, TCC), provided 
multiple independent perspectives on the participants' response data and proved 
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particularly useful when fused with a systematic application of the grounded theory 
method of constant comparison. Moreover, the systematic variation in the use of the 
method of constant comparison (conceptual coding versus theoretical coding, open 
coding versus classification coding) across two measures and three sets of response data 
yielded consistently high levels of both reliability (inter-rater and retest) and validity 
(discriminant and concurrent).  
The average category classification agreement (between independent coders blind 
to time and condition) was in the high 80's across all variables and a subset sample of the 
Personal Identity responses yielded high retest reliability (88%) across the four 
theoretical categories over a 2-4 week retest interval, providing strong preliminary 
evidence for the reliability of the identified theoretical categories (Lewis Arango et al., 
2008). The correlation between the theoretical coders' Theoretical Category Classification 
(TCC) (i.e., the theory laden, TOC condition) and the TCC of an independent third set of 
coders (the theory neutral, TCC condition) was high for the RDA LCI Personal Identity 
categories and high for the Turning Point categories (r =.75 and .92 respectively) and also 
high for the PSQ-QE future possible selves categories (r =.86) providing strong 
preliminary evidence for high concurrent (external) validity for the identified theoretical 
categories (Lewis Arango et al., 2008; Kortsch et al., 2008).  
In an attempt to further extend and refine the use of RDA to evaluate the CLP, 
Ritchie (2007) built upon the previous studies using RDA to evaluate the Changing Lives 
Program. In the studies conducted by Lewis Arango et al. (2008), and Kortsch et al. 
(2008), during the Theoretical Analysis Phase, theoretical coders identified non-
overlapping theoretical categories (some with associated sub-categories) of the Life 
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Course Interview (LCI) and the Possible Selves Questionnaire (PSQ) respectively. Both 
studies reported a Theoretical Category Structural Tree Chart (STC) and accompanying 
set of property descriptions as the last step in the theoretical analysis phase. Consistent 
with RDA procedures in use at the time, psychometric analysis of theoretical categories 
classified using the STC were conducted as the first set of tasks of RDA’s Research 
Analysis phase.  
In the extension of RDA provided by Ritchie (2007), the activities of the 
Theoretical Analysis Phase of RDA included two additional tasks: the development of an 
RDA Coding Template (CT) in addition to the STC and psychometric analysis using the 
RDA CT instead of conducting a psychometric analysis using the STC. Moreover, 
Ritchie (2007) transferred the psychometric analysis into the Theoretical Analysis Phase 
instead of including it in the Research Analysis Phase. Ritchie (2007) reported inter-
coder agreement, calculated using Pearson’s correlation, among the three theory neutral 
coders for each of the specific categories was moderate to high, with a range of .89 to .99. 
The Fleiss’ kappa across all the categories was .68, providing evidence for a moderately 
high degree of construct validity for the categories.    
Understanding Mechanisms of Change 
The growing prevention, intervention, and positive development literatures 
highlight the idea that causal effects generated by interventions are likely to follow 
complex pathways that interact in multifaceted ways with moderator and mediator 
variables. Specifically, these literatures highlight the importance of utilizing models and 
designs that evaluate direct, indirect, and cascade effects.  Masten et. al (2005) described 
this process of effects spreading and amplifying over time as a “developmental cascade,” 
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which provides implications for developmental intervention science and prevention 
approaches. In accordance with this, Eichas et al. (2010) utilized an outcome mediation 
cascade (OMC) model to investigate whether intervention strategies that targeted positive 
youth development had an effective on positive outcomes, as well as untargeted problem 
outcomes.  In his study, Eichas et al. (2010) noted that PYD interventions are likely to 
have progressive cascading effects on untargeted problem outcomes that operate through 
effects on positive outcomes 
Building on this research, the current study seeks to expand on Eichas’s 
preliminary outcome mediation model by examining whether group differences in the 
quality of initial participation exist, while also extending this model to include follow up 
measures on internalizing and externalizing to account for possible cascading effects.  
Specifically, the current study utilized an OMC model in order to examine whether 
participation and initial level of participation in the intervention (Control/No intervention, 
non-participatory, participatory) predicts change in Identity Conflict Resolution (IDCR), 
Personal Expressiveness and Informational Identity Style (INFO) at post-test and 
Internalizing Behaviors (INT), and Externalizing Behaviors (EXT) and post and follow-
up assessment (Figure 1).  Furthermore, over and above direct effects, the current study 
applying a multigroup analytic approach sought to examine whether relationships 
between variables varied as a result of group (Control/No intervention, non-participatory, 
participatory) differences in initial participation (Figure 2).  Figures 1 and 2 present the 
working theoretical framework that will guide the research. 
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Figure 1: Direct Effects 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2: Multi-group Solution 
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Positive Outcomes 
 The aim of the CLP is to promote the development of a positive sense of identity 
among troubled youth.  During adolescence, youth are confronted with the task of 
integrating their childhood roles, skills, and identifications into a coherent sense of self 
(Erickson, 1963).  Adolescents are confronted with the challenge of choosing an identity 
among several possible choices.  Identity commitment has been described as the process 
of choosing one or more self-selected alternatives after a period of exploration and 
adhering to them (Marcia, 1998).  While high levels of exploration and commitment have 
been linked to positive outcomes (e.g., decision-making, interpersonal relationships), low 
levels of exploration and commitment have been linked to problem outcomes (e.g., 
academic problems, substance abuse problems) (Schwartz 2001).  Thus, the specified 
model proposed that processes of identity exploration would be predictive of both 
positive and negative change. 
When working with at-risk adolescents in alternative high schools, it has often 
been noted that they typically generate stereotypic and unconsolidated life goals, which 
are not predictive of the consolidated life goals they later generate (Eichas et al., 2010).  
In addition, current literature on emerging adulthood suggests that identity exploration 
continues into the 20’s (Arnett, 2000).  Therefore, when it comes to at-risk high school 
students, it may be that personally expressiveness (Waterman, 1993) upon the exploration 
of life goals may be a better indicator of future consolidated life goals than current life 
goals.  According to Waterman (1993), personally expressiveness is the everyday 
experience of self-actualization.  Engaging in activities which one finds personally 
expressive has been hypothesized to predict positive outcomes, such as increased well-
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being.  Furthermore, individuals who engage in activities which they find personally 
expressive maintain an increased level of internal motivation when accomplishing goals 
(Waterman, 2005).   
In addition, when working with an at-risk adolescent population, it may be more 
beneficial to first target an informational processing style (INFO), prior to attempting to 
increase identity exploration itself may maximize benefits of the identity crisis. This 
orientation has been described by Berzonsky (1992) as the cognitive orientation toward 
proactively seeking out and utilizing self-relevant information.  INFO has been associated 
with various indices of positive adjustment in adolescence, including openness to ideas 
and experience, exertion of cognitive effort, active problem-focused coping strategies, 
social support seeking, self-reflective tendencies, and salient personal identity content 
(Berzonsky 1990, 1992; Berzonsky and Sullivan 1992).  Moreover, an INFO in 
adolescence has been associated with a decline in problem behaviors (Adams et al. 2001). 
Thus, an individual must first explore their identity alternatives (INFO & IDR), 
before utilizing their identity to explore their unique potential (PE).  This provides the 
rational for utilizing IDR and INFO as mediators of the effects of the intervention on PE, 
INT, and EXT. 
Problem Outcomes  
Problem outcomes have been largely ignored in the positive youth development 
literature (Schwartz et al., 2007).  However, at risk youth are at an increased risk for 
numerous problem behaviors.  The use of internalizing and externalizing behaviors as a 
classification of problem behaviors in adolescence has been widely supported (Zahn-
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Waxler et al, 2000).  Thus, providing evidence as possible targets for positive youth 
development interventions. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is twofold. First, the current study utilized an outcome 
mediation model in order to examine whether participation and initial level of 
participation in the intervention (Control/No intervention, non-participatory, 
participatory) predicts change in Identity Conflict Resolution (IDCR), Personal 
Expressiveness and Informational Identity Style (INFO) at post-test, and Internalizing 
Behaviors (INT), and Externalizing Behaviors (EXT) and post and follow-up assessment.  
Secondly, over and above direct effects, the current study sought to examine whether 
relationships between variables varied as a result of group (Control/No intervention, non-
participatory, participatory) differences in initial participation. That is, does group 
membership moderate relationship between variables in the evaluated model. This study 
will further group process research by providing a better understanding of the 
mechanisms operating in group therapy, as well as increasing our understanding when it 
comes to how individual differences in initial participation can affect outcomes.   
Research questions and hypotheses  
Research question 1:  
Does initial level of participation in the intervention (Control/No intervention, 
non-participatory, participatory) predict change in Identity Conflict Resolution (IDCR), 
Personal Expressiveness and Informational Identity Style (INFO) at post-test and 
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Internalizing Behaviors (INT), and Externalizing Behaviors (EXT) and post and follow-
up assessment? 
Hypothesis 1:  Differences in groups will exist where the Participatory group will 
experience the lowest levels of IDCR, INT, and EXT, and the highest levels of INFO and 
PE, followed by the Non-Participatory group.  Because the Control group does not 
receive any exposure to the group, it is hypothesized that the Control Group will 
experience the highest levels of change (if any) in IDCR, INT, and EXT, along with the 
lowest levels of INFO and PE.  
Research question 2:  
Over and above direct effects, do relationships between variables vary as a result 
of group (Control/No intervention, non-participatory, participatory) differences in initial 
participation? 
 Hypothesis 2:  Due to the lack of research in this area, it is difficult to make a-
priori hypothesis regarding the relationship between variables.  However, it is 
hypothesized that individual differences in the relationships between variables will exist 
between the three groups (Participatory, Non-Participatory, and Control). 
III. METHODOLOGY 
Participants 
Participants for this study were drawn from the CLP archival data set. In addition 
to three measures (i.e., group self-report, individually administered open ended, and 
semi-structured interview measures) administered to all participants in the data pool, the 
data file includes specialty measures associated with specific evaluation projects 
conducted across varying time points. Of the total sample, 234 African-American and 
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Hispanic adolescents were included for this study, on the basis of the inclusion criteria 
listed above. Approximately 55% of this sample was female, 45% was male, 43.75% 
African American, and 56.25% Hispanic.  Participants were between 14 and 19 years of 
age and were high school students in the CLP from four alternative high schools (i.e., 
voluntary high schools offering services to “at-risk” youth) in the greater Miami area.   
Because the evaluation was implemented in a ‘‘usual care’’ practice in 
community settings (i.e., as part of the school’s daily counseling activities), participants 
were recruited to the CLP using the M-DCPS counseling criteria for alternative high 
schools, viz., through self-referral or through referral from the school counselor/teachers. 
Participant’s parents completed parent consent forms, and participants completed student 
assent forms approved by university and Miami Dade County Public School’s Internal 
Review Board before being assigned to two conditions. The CLP counseling groups were 
organized and implemented through the school administration as part of each school’s 
ongoing counseling program.  
Procedure 
Intervention Procedure.  Participants in the intervention group were assessed at 
the beginning and end of each semester during their first semester in the program and 
were then assessed at the end of the following semester for follow-up.  Following their 
baseline assessment, participants in the intervention condition were placed in an 
intervention group.  The intervention groups met for approximately 45 minutes to 1 hour 
every week for approximately 8 to 12 weeks in either the fall or spring semester.  Each 
intervention group was led by an intervention team, which consisted of one group 
facilitator, one co-facilitator, and one or two group assistants. All intervention teams 
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shared this structure and format. All group facilitators and co-facilitators were graduate 
level students enrolled in either a doctoral or a masters level program in psychology. 
Group assistants were undergraduate psychology students who had been trained in the 
administration of the measures and in participant tracking procedures, specifically for the 
intervention condition.  Moreover, group facilitators and co-facilitators served as 
counselors and used the CLP’s participatory transformative approach as their intervention 
strategy (Montgomery et al., 2008).  Intervention teams received weekly supervision by a 
qualified supervisor throughout the intervention.  Each intervention team was required to 
meet immediately following each intervention session to fill out the Participation 
Evaluation Rating Form. 
Control Condition.  Students in the control condition were assessed by research 
trainees at the beginning and end of each semester.  These students did not receive any 
intervention or psychoeducation during their appointment to the control condition.   
Assessment Procedure.  Assessments were completed by research trainees who 
were undergraduate psychology students. Research trainees were required to attend 
mandatory training sessions at the beginning of each semester, which included instruction 
concerning confidentiality issues, assessment administration, dress code, high school 
regulations, interviewing strategies, and role-playing of interviews. Assessments were 
conducted at three times during the school year on school grounds and during school 
hours. Assessments took place during the second week of each fall and spring semesters 
and the last week of each spring semester. 
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Measures 
Background Information Form (BIF).  The Background Information Form 
(BIF) was given to all participants in the current study to obtain all demographic 
information at all collection points.  
Participation Evaluation Rating Form (PERF). The qualitative portion of the 
Participation Evaluation Rating Form (PERF) was used to assess the intervention team’s 
measure of group process.  The PERF is a session-by-session group process measure, 
which is filled out by the intervention team following each group session and includes 
both a quantitative and qualitative component.  The quantitative portion of the PERF 
indicates group participation for each student rated by the intervention team on a 5 point 
Lickert scale ranging from 1 to 5 (i.e.1 = Disruptive, 2 = Passive or Withdrawn, 3 = 
Participatory, 4 = Active, But Not Constructive, and 5 = Active & Constructive).  The 
qualitative portion of the PERF provides a consensually derived free response qualitative 
description of the team’s justification/rationale for their rating of the individual students 
and has been coded using Relational Data Analysis (RDA) into three quantitative 
categories (Participatory, Non-Participatory, and Disruptive) and six quantitative sub 
categories (i.e. Distracted, Withdrawn, Participative, Self-Disclosed, Insightful, and 
Supportive).  However, for the current study, only the qualitative portion of the PERF 
will be used, because the qualitative descriptions provide a more detailed and rich 
account of the group therapy process. 
The current study utilized the two main categories of the PERF (Participatory and 
Non-Participatory) as an indication of level of participation. As a result of low sample 
size, the Disruptive category was not utilized.  In order to be classified as Participatory, 
44 
participants must have been engaged and/or participated in the group.  In addition, they 
must have displayed one or more of the following traits: being constructive, insightful, 
supportive, or engaging in self-disclosure.  Conversely, participants classified as Non-
Participatory were described as described as not participating in the group process and 
exhibiting traits such as being distracted or withdrawn.  The qualitative portion of the 
PERF was shown to have acceptable levels of reliability and validity, as follows: inter-
coder percent agreement for each category level ranged from .87 to .95, Fleiss’ kappa 
across all category levels ranged from .53 to .83, and Pearson Correlations ranged from r 
(40) = .97, p < .0001 at the second order levels of theoretical categories to r (40) = .82, p< 
.0001 at the first order levels. 
Identity Style Inventory (ISI).  The Identity Style Inventory (ISI; Berzonsky, 
1992) was used as a measure of informational identity style. The ISI provides scores for 
informational style (INFO), normative style, and diffuse avoidant style.  Identity style is 
the cognitive processing orientation with which an individual approaches situations that 
require identity exploration.  The ISI consists of 39 self-reported items based on a 5-point 
Likert scale labeled: 1 = almost never true, 2 = usually not true, 3 = undecided, 4 = 
sometimes true, and 5 = almost always true (Berzonsky, 1992). These items comprise 
indices of informational style (10 items), normative style (9 items), diffuse avoidant style 
(10 items), and commitment (10 items).  
Berzonsky (1992) found test-retest alpha coefficients of .62, .66, and .73 for 
informational, normative, and diffuse avoidant subscales, respectively. Test-retest 
reliabilities over a two-month period were .75 for the informational scale, .74 for the 
normative scale, and .71 for the diffuse avoidant scale. Ferrer-Wreder et al. (2002) found 
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alpha coefficients of .59 for the informational scale, .56 for the normative scale, and .71 
for the diffuse avoidant scale in a sample of ethnically diverse high school students. 
Furthermore, Eichas et al. (2010) noted an alpha coefficient of .70 for the informational 
style subscale using the same sample.  
In addition, concurrent validity has been indicated through theoretically consistent 
relationships that have been found between the identity style scales and measures of 
identity status, identity orientation, social-cognitive processes, and personality 
dimensions (Berzonsky, 1990, 1992, 2003, 2004; Berzonsky & Sullivan, 1992; Schwartz 
et al., 2000).  The current study only utilized the items for informational style (INFO) by 
averaging the associated items, as it is viewed as the best suited mechanism for identity 
development within a positive development intervention.   
The informational orientation is characterized by the seeking out and utilizing of 
self-relevant information when making decisions related to identity (Berzonsky, 1992), 
while the normative orientation is characterized by conformation to the expectations of 
others or of reference groups and the diffuse avoidant identity style is often distinguished 
by avoidance of identity-related problems.  Furthermore, self-construction (informational 
style) has been linked to self-discovery (feelings of personal expressiveness), such that an 
increase in self-construction is hypothetically associated with an increase in self-
discovery, and these two factors are associated with an increase in the resolution of 
identity conflict.   
Moreover, the informational style has been associated with several indices of 
positive psychosocial adjustment in adolescence, including: openness to ideas and 
experience and the need to exert cognitive effort (Berzonsky, 1990); active, problem-
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focused coping strategies and social support seeking (Berzonsky, 1992); and self-
reflective tendencies, salience of personal identity content, and openness to feelings and 
fantasies (Berzonsky & Sullivan, 1992).  Although evidence suggests that informational 
and normative styles are more adaptive than diffuse avoidant, it appears that 
informational style is more adaptive than normative style when it comes to situations in 
which youths must assume responsibility for academic priorities (Berzonsky & Kuk, 
2000).    
Erikson Psycho-Social Index (EPSI).  The Erikson Psycho-Social Index (EPSI; 
Rosenthal, Gurney, & Moore, 1981) was used to assess resolution of identity conflicts. 
The EPSI is a 72-item measure containing six subscales of 12 items each.  Items on the 
EPSI indicate how well respondents have resolved conflicts indicative of Erikson's stages 
of psychosocial development. The current study only utilized the identity subscale 
(IDCR), as this scale was pertinent to the current study’s participants (i.e. identity 
achievement is the chief concern of adolescence according to Erickson’s psychosocial 
stages). Items on this subscale utilize key words and phrases from Erikson’s 
characterization of the identity versus identity confusion stage.  Items are rated on a 5-
point Likert scale, ranging from 5 (“almost always true”) to 1 ("almost never true"), with 
half of the items representing successful resolution of the identity versus role confusion 
crisis, and half representing unsuccessful resolution.  
Higher subscale scores indicate higher levels of resolution in the area measured. 
In addition, these subscales have demonstrated satisfactory construct validity and 
adequate alpha reliability coefficients (Rosenthal, Gurney, & Moore, 1981; Sandor & 
Rosenthal, 1986). Subscale scores were correlated with the subscales of Greenberger and 
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Sorensen's Psychosocial Maturity Inventory (PSM), Form D. The study reported a 
correlation coefficient of .56 between the identity versus identity confusion subscale of 
the EPSI and the identity subscale of the PSM. Standardized item alphas have been 
reported as .74 for the identity subscale in a large youth sample ranging across middle 
school through college (Montgomery, 2005).  
Personally Expressive Activities Questionnaire (PEAQ).   The Personally 
Expressive Activities Questionnaire (PEAQ; Waterman, 1995) was used as a measure of 
personal expressiveness. The PEAQ consists of 14 self-reported items based on a 7-point 
Likert scale with anchors from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”), with an 
additional anchor of 4, which indicates that the participant is not sure if this applies to 
him or herself (Waterman, 1995). These items comprise scores of personal 
expressiveness (6 items), hedonic enjoyment (6 items), and flow challenge (2 items) 
related to the reported life goals of the respondent. Thus, the PEAQ measures the degree 
to which individuals feel personally satisfied when pursuing life goals. Scores on the 
separate scales of the PEAQ are found by averaging the scores of the associated items. 
Because personal expressiveness has been linked to informational style and identity 
resolution, and has been emphasized as a factor for positive development (Waterman, 
1984) the present study only utilized the PE subscale.   
Alpha coefficients for the personal expressiveness subscale have been reported at 
.77 and .90, respectively.  Furthermore, Eichas (2008) reported an alpha coefficient of .91 
for the personal expressiveness subscale with this sample. Waterman (2004) found 
significant correlations between PEAQ scores and the identity achieved and identity 
diffused statuses and informational and diffuse avoidant styles on a group of identity 
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measures that included the ISI, the Dellas Identity Status Inventory (DISI), and the 
Revised Extended Objective Measure of Ego Identity Status (EOM-EIS), providing 
evidence of concurrent validity. 
Behavior Problem Index (BPI).  Internalizing (INT) and externalizing (EXT) 
problem behaviors were measured using the Behavior Problem Index (BPI; Peterson & 
Zill, 1986). The BPI has 32 items which were taken from the Achenbach Behavior 
Problems Checklist (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1981), a more extensive measure that is 
widely used with children and adolescents. Mainieri (2006) reported Cronbach’s alphas 
of .86 for EXT and .83 for INT in the PSID-CDS II sample.  
The BPI was modified for use in the CLP with the purpose of obtaining self-
reports of problem behaviors. However, although these items were reworded to fit the 
format of self-report, the contents of the items did not change. Sample items include, “I 
cheated or told lies”; “I cried too much”; and “I was impulsive, or acted without 
thinking.” Items are rated on a 3-point scale, labeled “often true”, “sometimes true”, or 
“not true”. Items were reverse-coded prior to analysis, such that 1 = “not true” and 3 = 
“often true”, in order to simplify interpretation. Cronbach’s alphas for the present sample 
were .81 and .85 for the EXT and INT, respectively. 
Relational Data Analysis: Coding the Qualitative Portion of the PERF 
Relational Data Analysis (RDA) was used to in the coding of the qualitative 
portion of the PERF. RDA provides a consensually derived free response qualitative 
description of the raters’ justification/rationale for their rating of the individual students 
into three quatitative categories (Participatory, Non-Participatory, and Disruptive) and six 
quantitative sub categories (i.e. Distracted, Withdrawn, Participative, Self-Disclosed, 
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Insightful, and Supportive).  Only the Participatory and Non-Participatory qualitative 
categories) of the PERF were used in the present study. 
As noted by Rinaldi (2012), our program of research uses the RDA framework for 
evaluating research hypotheses regarding change in the content, structure, and 
organization of the subjective meaning and significance of participants’ qualitative free 
response descriptions of life course experiences. RDA is a multidimensional, multiphasic 
method for unifying data analytic strategies across dimensions (quantitative/qualitative, 
causal/structural, observation/interpretation, etc.) and phases of analyses (conceptual, 
theoretical, and research analyses). The aim in refining the RDA process was to develop a 
practical, ready-at-hand mixed method framework for evaluating developmental change 
in applied settings.  
Within the RDA framework, objective reports of observable responses, rather 
than being considered the definitive foundational data, are viewed as “raw” behavioral 
observations to be extended, refined, enriched, and verified by data collected with 
measures and methods designed to capture and facilitate the interpretation of the human 
meaning and significance of the linguistic and culture-laden intentions of the person or 
persons engaged in the behavior being observed, including open-ended measures that 
elicit narrative/linguistic expressions of the meaning and significance of life course 
experiences (including experiences of self and identity  (Kurtines, Montgomery, Arango, 
& Kortsch, 2004; Arango, Kurtines, Montgomery, & Ritchie, 2008; Kortsch, Kurtines, & 
Montgomery, 2008). While the subjective meaning and significance of these experiences 
is not directly observable and thus not directly available for analysis, narrative/linguistic 
expressions of subjective meaning and significance, including the meaning and 
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significance of experiences of self and identity, are available for inter-subjective 
examination and analysis (Montgomery et al., 2008).  
In RDA, the collection of open response data and the intentional manipulation of 
the level of theoretical saturation of the coders (theory-neutral versus theory-laden) 
across phases of analysis are specifically designed to facilitate the detection of sample 
specific unique content properties in cross sectional research or newly emergent 
properties in longitudinal research. Grounded theory data analytic strategies (Strauss & 
Corbin, 1998) are used to code the open-ended narrative response data during each of 
RDA’s three analytic phases: Conceptual, Theoretical, and Research Analyses. From an 
RDA perspective, the movement through Conceptual, Theoretical, and Research 
Analyses is cyclical and, in the process of completing each cycle, open to diverse types of 
modification (i.e., conceptual, theoretical, or empirical). Based on empirical findings (or 
lack of findings), any (or all) of these modifications are capable of transforming the 
movement of the next new cycle of into a directional spiral. 
Within RDA, quantitative (causal) variational change and qualitative (structural 
organizational) transformational change are viewed as two sides of a unified explanation, 
a conceptualization that more closely approximates the “relational” meta-theoretical ideal 
of overcoming the splits that have historically characterized methodological meta-theory 
(Overton, 1998). Within the RDA framework, objective reports of observable responses, 
rather than being considered definitive foundational data, are viewed as “raw” behavioral 
observations the meaning and significance of which is to be extended, refined, enriched, 
and verified by qualitative sources of data, e.g., verbal, visual, written, etc. (Rinaldi; 
2012). This data is collected using free response measures and methods such as the free 
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response section of the PERF. Specifically, measures designed to capture and facilitate 
the interpretation of the human meaning and significance of the linguistic and culture-
laden intentions of the person or persons engaged in the behavior being observed. 
Although the subjective meaning and significance of these experiences is not directly 
observable and thus not directly available for behavioral or observational analysis, 
linguistic expressions of subjective meaning and significance are available for inter-
subjective examination and analysis (Montgomery et al., 2008).  
Consistent with the research aims of the current study, was to draw on a method 
that can be used to identify differential qualitative (structural organization) change in the 
subjective meaning and significance of participant life course experiences. Specifically, 
to identify theoretically meaningful qualitative properties of theoretical constructs that 
have been historically primarily operationalized in terms of their dimensional properties 
alone.  
Relational Data Analysis: The Qualitative Extension Method (QEM) 
This study used the RDA qualitative extension method (QEM) in the construction 
and evaluation of qualitative measures linked to fixed response measures available in the 
literature reported by Rinaldi (2012). The use of RDA QEM maximizes the likelihood of 
collecting under standardized conditions the fullest range of participant generated open-
ended content properties. Specifically, the QEM uses a set of standardized meaning and 
significant open-ended questions and probes, referred to as an RDA QEM, intended to 
provide a standardized procedure for adding a qualitative data collection component to 
quantitative measures currently widely used in the field. The addition of a standardized 
QEM to these measures allows us to elicit participant free response data using open 
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ended standardized questions and probes that provide access to the subjective meaning 
and significance of the content of the theoretical constructs targeted by the diversity of 
questionnaires, scales, dimensions, etc.  
RDA Conceptual, Theoretical, and Research Analyses Phases 
Within RDA, grounded theory data analytic strategies (i.e., the method of 
constant comparison for “similarities and differences” see Strauss & Corbin, 1998) are 
used to code the free response linguistic data during each of RDA’s three analytic phases: 
Conceptual, Theoretical, and Research Analyses. In RDA, the collection of free response 
data and the intentional manipulation of the level of theoretical saturation of the coders 
(theory-neutral versus theory-laden, both defined below) across phases of analysis are 
specifically designed to facilitate the detection of sample specific unique content 
properties in cross sectional research or newly emergent properties in longitudinal 
developmental or short-term intervention outcome research.  
RDA Conceptual Analysis.  During the Conceptual Analysis phase of RDA a set 
of theoretically neutral conceptual coders (coders systematically selected to represent no 
particular theoretical perspective) are assembled to use the grounded theory concept of 
“open” coding and the method of constant comparison. The method of constant 
comparison (see Strauss & Corbin, 1998) is the process of comparing content properties 
of participant response data for similarities and differences. Drawing on an ordinary 
language perspective (see Wittgenstein, 1953) in our work, this process is operationalized 
as the comparison of the content  properties of participant response data for the purpose 
of both creating and/or eliminating “ordinary language” content groups of responses, with 
each group of responses defined by a single unique ordinary language content property. 
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The ordinary language content properties identified in the raw response data are used to 
identify all qualitatively different (non-overlapping) groups of responses in the data set, 
and to formulate and document an explicit description of the unique content property that 
the response data of each content group share in common (similarity) and that they do not 
share with any other content response groups (difference). In essence, the theory neutral 
coders identify all of the unique content properties in a particular data set and in doing so 
break the data down into the largest possible set of basic elements, with each element 
representing the most basic conceptually meaningful units of content from an ordinary 
language perspective.  
RDA Theoretical Analysis.  During the Theoretical Analysis phase of RDA, the 
developmental investigator assembles a panel of theoretically committed coders (coders 
systematically selected to be representative of a particular theoretical perspective) to 
work collaboratively. In particular, during this phase the theoretical coders are asked to 
use the method of constant comparison to review and discuss the content subcategories 
identified in the Conceptual Analysis phase from the perspective of a guiding theory, to 
generate a theoretical root category (see the Results section), and to consensually 
generate five outcomes. 
RDA Research Analysis.  Finally, once the Conceptual and Theoretical Analysis 
phases have been completed and the psychometric properties of an RDA measure have 
been established (i.e., inter-coder reliability and construct and concurrent validity), the 
Research Analysis phase can begin and employs the contextual and complementary use 
of qualitative and quantitative data analytic strategies in the development and evaluation 
of theoretically meaningful structural causal models that complete the RDA process. For 
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illustrating the empirical utility of this methodology, this study focused on data from only 
one constructs (group participation) drawn from the full range of constructs that have 
beend developed for identifying theoretically meaningful qualitative properties of 
developmental constructs that have been historically primarily operationalized as 
dimensional properties alone. 
Previous Research Using RDA  
In evaluating the CLP, a series of qualitative studies have been conducted that 
provide preliminary support for the reliability and validity of the RDA framework in 
evaluating the CLP (Lewis-Arango, Kurtines, Montgomery, & Ritchie, 2008; Kortsch, 
Kurtines, & Montgomery, 2008; Ritchie et al., 2007). In this context, the current study 
undertook the development of a Relational Data Analysis Coding Template (RDA CT) 
for the PERF. An RDA CT is a comprehensive “scoring” template that contains all the 
information needed to generate and structure a theoretically meaningful set of 
subcategories, properties, and dimensions (with acceptable psychometric properties) 
derived from free response interview data. 
This section reports the coding results of the first two RDA data analysis phases 
described above (i.e., the results of open coding during the Conceptual and Theoretical 
Analysis phases. 
Conceptual Analysis: Conceptual Open Coding (COC) 
Conceptual open coding was conducted on each participant’s “raw” interview 
response data collected with PERF. Within the RDA approach, an open-ended responses 
to qualitative questions is called a Macro Interview Response (MIR). In this study, the 
MIRs consisted of the transcription of all the words, phrases, and sentences each 
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intervention team agreed to use to describe each group participant’s responses.  A set of 
40-60 “Sample Coding Cards,” a theoretically representative set, was then randomly 
selected from the larger sample under study.  
A panel of five theoretically neutral conceptual coders was assembled to use the 
grounded theory concept of “open” coding and the method of “constant comparison.” 
After a brief orientation to RDA that included a general explanation of the goals of 
coding (i.e., to identify and classify answers to interview questions into conceptually 
meaningful ordinary linguistic content subcategories) and a brief overview of the process 
that would be used (i.e., by sorting cards containing a transcription of various segments 
of the interviewee's answers to the questions), the content coders, working blind to 
condition and time, conducted a conceptual open coding of the sample set and identified 
and defined a preliminary initial set of six non overlapping ordinary linguistic content 
properties  (Disruptive, Quiet, Contributing, Helping, Aware, and Giving Feedback),  
Theoretical Analysis: Theoretical Open Coding (TOC) 
The initial set of conceptual subcategories identified in the COC provided the data 
for the Theoretical Analysis conducted in this phase. A panel of five theoretical coders 
was assembled using the same sample set of coding cards used to derive the six 
conceptual subcategories, to gain an understanding of what the conceptual coders 
identified as the unique properties of the content subcategories, to identify a theoretical 
root category (Level of Participation, see Figure 9), and to identify theoretical 
subcategories of the root category. As summarized below, as part of the subsequent steps 
in theoretical coding, the panel identified a theoretically meaningful organizational 
structure for the theoretical root category and newly identified theoretical subcategories 
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and integrated both the theoretical subcategories of the root category and structural 
content properties.  
Theoretical Analysis Task 1:  Identifying a Theoretical Root Category and 
Theoretical Subcategories.  In contrast to ordinary language content coding performed 
in the COC, in the theoretical analysis phase, open coding is performed by coders who 
explicitly share the same identified and extensively articulated theoretical perspective 
they use to generate theoretically meaningful categories and subcategories. The 
theoretical coders were each provided with the sample MIR coding cards grouped into 
the content subcategories formulated in the COC, as well as descriptions for the content 
subcategories and were asked to: 1) review the cards, the subcategory content 
descriptions, and the basic content subcategories generated by the COC coders to 
generate a theoretically meaningful description of  the theoretical root category from the 
perspective of the guiding theory, 2) from that review, identify  the smallest number of 
theoretically meaningful subcategories of the root category, and 3) organize them into 
theoretically meaningful subcategories, i.e., in ways that are meaningful from the 
perspective of the identified theoretical framework of personal expressiveness (described 
above). The theoretical analysis of the PERF yielded the theoretical root category (Level 
of Participation), three theoretical subcategories of the root category (Participatory, Non-
Participatory, and Disrtuptive) and six theoretical subcategories (Distracted, Withdrawn, 
Participative, Self-Disclosed, Insightful, and Supportive).   
Theoretical Analysis Task 2: Generating a Hierarchal Organizational 
Structure and Identifying Dimensional Content Variation in the Theoretically 
Meaningful Subcategories.  Theoretical Analysis Task 2 is a refinement and extension 
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of Task 1. Task 2 has two aims: 1) identify a theoretically meaningful hierarchal 
structural organization for the theoretical subcategories identified by the previous task, 
and 2) identify (if any) theoretically meaningful dimensional variation in the theoretical 
subcategories.  
The structural organization of a system and its subsystems may be characterized 
in a variety of ways. The structural organization may be depicted in terms of the number 
of subsystems that make up the system, the number of elements (properties) that make up 
the subsystems, etc. The structural organization of the system may also be summarized 
by statistical distributions within each subsystem, across subsystems, etc. Structural 
organization may also be characterized in terms of their structural arrangement or 
organization, e.g., flat, nested, balanced, etc. In RDA, theory-laden coders identify a 
theoretically meaningful hierarchical structural organization of the RDA root category 
and associated subcategories and generate the type of structural tree chart used to visually 
represent the organizational structure of the root category and associated subcategories 
identified in the data set as theoretically meaningful (Eichas, 2010).  
The RDA approach draws on the hierarchy theory (see Pumain, 2006), 
specifically for characterizing the organizational structure of the theoretically meaningful 
subcategories identified by the theoretical coders as well as dynamic developmental 
systems theory (Lerner, 2002), for conceptualizing structural and organizational change 
over time. Pumain (2006) characterized “hierarchical” systems as those that have a 
number of elements that can be described at least three levels of observation, i.e., the 
system, subsystems, and elements. The structural organization may be depicted in terms 
of the number of subsystems that make up the system, the number of elements that make 
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up the subsystems, and the number of properties of each element. This involves 
extending standard systems theory hierarchal structural organizational models to include 
a fourth non-hierarchal, non-structural, non-organizational component, viz., a temporal 
component, change over time (represented by T1  → T2…). Moreover, the focus of the 
temporal component is on a specific pattern of change and successive change over time 
that may be characterized as developmental change.  
The Structural Tree Chart (STC; Figure 9) presents the hypothesized hierarchical 
structural organization of participants’ life goals and the directional outcome of the 
interaction of normative and intervention developmental change. Figure 9 also depicts the 
hierarchical structural organization, with hypothesized directional outcome of the 
interaction of normative and intervention developmental change process. This STC 
shows that the “Level of Participation,” as the “root” category, has two levels of 
subcategories. Level 1 (by convention, the root is level 0) has three subcategories, 
Disruptive, Non-Participatory, Participatory. Level 2 has three subcategories, Distracted, 
Withdrawn, Participative, and Constructive, and Level 3 has a remaining three categories 
were derived from those categories (Self-Disclosed, Insightful, and Supportive). This 
study didn’t focus on temporal change for purposes of current study. 
Specifically, theory-laden coders were able to generate a consensually derived 
theoretically meaningful hypothesized direction of progressive developmental change for 
Level 1 of the hierarchical structural organization of the intervention team’s consensually 
derived description of each participant’s level of participation in each session, i.e., 
progressive developmental change from Disruptive→ Participatory (Tt1  → Tt2…). The 
coders drew on current theories of group process which state that individuals who 
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participate more readily in group therapy sessions may be better suited for the difficult 
therapeutic work that comes later in group therapy.  The theoretical coders reached a 
consensual agreement that the Participatory property was more developmentally 
advanced than the Non-Participatory property and further hypothesized that the effect of 
the developmental intervention process, represented by (Tt1  → Tt2…), on the targeted 
normative positive developmental process would be positive and significant. 
Equally significant, the theory-laden coders were unable to generate a 
consensually derived theoretically meaningful hypothesized direction of progressive 
developmental change for the properties of the four subcategories nested within the 
second level categories (i.e., Distracted, Withdrawn, Participative, and Constructive) or 
the three subcategories nested within the third level (i.e., Self-Disclosed, Insightful, and 
Supportive).  Thus, the theory-laden coders provisionally hypothesized a flat relationship 
for each. As such, to provide a more theoretically informed focus on the directionality of 
change, the Participatory category was seen as providing a greater contribution to the 
group, through increased participation that involved inner awareness of one’s presenting 
problem, as well as an attempt to help another group member with their current problem.  
Thus, the Participatory category was viewed as more integrated than the Non-
Participatory and Disruptive categories.  From such a perspective, a change from the 
Non-Participatory category (regardless of nested subcategory designation) to the 
Participatory category (regardless of nested subcategory designation) is considered an 
indicator of positive developmental change. 
For the second aim, the theoretical coders identify any theoretically meaningful 
dimensional variation in the structural organizational properties of the free response data. 
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As noted, each individual theoretical subcategory is identified by a unique property 
which, in a theoretically meaningful way, may vary quantitatively along a continuous 
dimension (or not). In this study of the PERF-QE with an adolescent population, for 
example, the theoretical coders identified theoretically meaningful predictable and 
progressive continuous variational directional change across qualitatively different 
categories.  
 Theoretical Analysis Task 3:  Identifying Mechanisms of Change.  The aim of 
the third phase of the theoretical analysis is to identify and specify plausible mechanisms 
of change (e.g., causal/variational, structural/transformational, etc.) in 
categories/variables that provide theoretically meaningful explanations from the 
perspective of a particular theoretical framework. Due to the lack of temporal 
investigation in the current study, the third phase of theoretical analysis was not 
performed. 
Theoretical Analysis Task 4:  Constructing a Decision Tree Chart (DTC) and 
RDA Coding Template (RDA CT).  Constructing an RDA Coding Template (RDA CT) 
is routinely undertaken as the next to last step in an RDA Theoretical Analysis phase and 
uses the STC that results from the completion of steps 1 and 2 of the Theoretical Analysis 
phase. RDA CTs are intended to provide all the basic information needed for conducting 
RDA Theoretical Classification Coding (TCCs). The components of an RDA CT usually 
include a (1) RDA Structural Tree Chart (STC) (2) Theoretical Category/Property 
Descriptions, and (3) an RDA Decision Tree Chart (DTC).  
The basic goal of developing a DTC is to construct a visual representation of the 
structural organization that sequentially and systematically guides coding decision 
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making with respect to placing present and future un-coded subjective responses in 
appropriate subcategories/properties. 
A final task of the TOC was then conducted by the panel of theory laden coders. 
This panel placed the free responses of the sample set (used above) into the 
corresponding theoretical subcategories utilizing the three components of the RDA CT. 
Levels were included in the DTC to evaluate inter-coder reliability at each level as well 
as overall subcategory/property reliability. As mentioned above RDA makes it possible to 
easily and readily switch between poles of the splits (qualitative → quantitative, 
structural → causal → structural) based on findings or results obtained at any of the 
phases of analysis and at any level of analysis (theory and data).  
Theoretical Analysis: Theoretical Classification Coding (TCC).  A TCC was 
conducted as the last step in the RDA Theoretical Analysis phase 4 by a panel of five 
new theoretically neutral coders. A new set of theoretical neutral coders were assembled 
to perform the TCC task of the RDA process. The task of training the TCC coders is 
basically the same as the task of training the Conceptual Open Coding (COC) coders, 
with appropriate modifications. For this task the copies of the same sample set used 
during the COC and Theoretical Open Coding (TOC), and the RDA CT were provided. 
The panel then conducted the second coding procedure of the initial sample set using all 
the information and placed the responses to the PERF-QE into the appropriate 
subcategory/property and dimensional variation designations. 
Theoretical Analysis Task 5: Psychometric Analyses: Preliminary Reliability 
and Validity Analyses of an RDA Coding Template.  The last task in the RDA 
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Theoretical Analysis Phase is to conduct a three-step preliminary psychometric analysis 
(reliability and validity estimates) of the RDA CT coding process. 
Theoretical Analysis Task 5, Step 1: Estimating inter-coder reliability. The most 
important outcome of the Conceptual and Theoretical Analysis phases of RDA is the 
identification of ordinary linguistic content categories, then theoretical root category and 
associated subcategories; an important psychometric property of identified coding 
subcategories/properties is the consistency with which they can be used to accurately 
classify participant response data. For purposes of estimating inter-coder consistency of 
an RDA CT, psychometric analysis of the Decision Tree Chart (DTC) uses the inter-
coder agreement within the Theoretical Classification Coding (TCC) coders, the 
Theoretical Open Coding (TOC) coding, and the inter-coder agreement among the TOC 
and TCC. This provides an independent estimate of inter-coder reliability for both the 
theory saturated coders and a second set of theory neutral coders blind to the theoretical 
meaning and significance of the subcategories/properties identified by the theoretical 
laden coders. 
In the current study coder agreement was evaluated by subcategory.  Inter-coder 
agreement among the five theory saturated coders of the TOC for each of the specific 
categories was moderate to high, with a range of .87 to .95. Inter-coder percent agreement 
for the TOC level one was .95, level two was .87, and level three was .87, with a total 
percent agreement across all levels of .90.  Inter-coder agreement among the five theory 
neutral coders of the TCC for each of the specific categories was moderate to high, with a 
range of .89 to .95. Inter-coder percent agreement for the TCC level one was .95, level 
two was .89, and level three was .93 with a total percent agreement across all levels of 
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.92.  Inter-coder agreement across the TOC and the TCC was also moderate to high, with 
a range of .88 to .95. Inter-coder percent agreement for level one across the TOC and the 
TCC was .95, level two was .88, and level three was .90. 
 In addition to agreement percentage, Fleiss’ kappa was used to estimate the inter-
coder reliability of each of the levels correcting for chance. Fleiss’ kappa for the TOC 
level one was estimated at .76 showing almost perfect agreement, level two was 
estimated at .52 showing moderate agreement, and level three was estimated at .63 
showing substantial agreement. Fleiss’ kappa for the TCC level one was estimated at .82 
showing almost perfect agreement, level two was estimated at .57 showing moderate 
agreement, and level three was estimated at .59 showing moderate agreement.  
Theoretical Analysis Task 5, Step 2: Estimating construct validity. As noted 
above, the average inter-coder agreement across all the subcategories/properties is 
interpreted as providing an indirect estimate of the degree to which the descriptions for 
each of the identified categories/properties are unique and qualitatively different from all 
of the other identified subcategories/properties of the emerging grounded theory.  
The overall average percent agreement across all the category levels was 
moderate to high, with a range of .82 to .97, providing evidence for a relatively high 
degree of construct validity for the identified categories. Because of the particular type of 
theory used as a framework for the RDA process reported here (i.e., a type of grounded 
theory in which all identified theoretical subcategories/properties are not only 
hypothesized to be uniquely different from each other but also to represent a specific 
theoretically hypothesized structural organization), which would therefore be expected to 
yields consistently high inter-coder agreement for all the subcategories/properties (i.e., a 
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high average inter-coder agreement) is interpreted as not only providing evidence for 
high reliability for each identified subcategory/property but also evidence for a high level 
of construct validity for all the subcategories/properties within the theoretical structural 
organization identified by the theoretical coders. Which, in the case of grounded theory, 
includes all the other subcategories/properties that make up the theoretical framework 
(nomological network) within which each identified subcategory/property is embedded 
and which the classification coders, explicitly or implicitly, make use of in generating 
their comparative judgments with respect to each subcategory/property.  
That is, the overall accuracy of the coder’s classifications of the participants’ 
open-ended response data based on the coders’ evaluation of the specific description of 
each individual subcategory/property, made in comparison to the descriptions of all the 
other subcategories, provides evidence in support of the theoretically hypothesized 
structural organization of the subcategories/properties. Specifically, a high average inter-
coder agreement provides evidence that each subcategory/property has the theoretical 
meaning it is claimed to have within the context of a theoretically generated structural 
organization that is defined by all the other subcategories/properties within which it is 
embedded. The psychometric properties of the RDA CT thus provide a method for 
evaluating the hypothesized structural organization of the identified 
subcategories/properties generated by the theoretical coders as well as preliminary and 
indirect evidence for the construct validity of the specific descriptions of specific 
subcategories/properties. 
Theoretical Analysis Task 5, Step 3: Estimating criterion-related (concurrent) 
validity.  The third step of Task 5, Step 3 is to use the correlation between the 
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subcategories/-properties identified by the theoretical coders and the 
subcategory/property classifications generated by a second set of theory neutral 
conceptual coders to estimate the concurrent (external) validity of the coded 
subcategories/properties. In Step 3, the resulting correlation coefficient is interpreted as a 
coefficient of concurrent validity (as a type of criterion-related validity). The focus of the 
analysis is on the concurrent validation of multi-manifestations of the same theoretical 
construct generated by multiple methods (open coding by theory-laden coders versus 
classification coding by an independent sample of theory neutral coders) rather than 
predictive validity. The correlation between the modal coding subcategory/property, by 
level, that the theoretical coders (TOC) assigned to each participant’s MIR and the modal 
coding subcategory/property, by level, that the theory neutral coders (TCC) assigned to 
each participant’s MIR was, r(40) = .824, p< .000, for level one, r(40) = .825, p < .001 for 
level two, and r(40) = .969, p < .001 for level three, providing evidence for medium to 
high concurrent (external) validity for the identified theoretical categories.  As noted, 
theoretical categories consensually identified in the theoretical analysis are not only 
theoretically “meaningful” but also rooted in content properties that actually exist in the 
raw data, (i.e., they have conceptual meaning independent of the theoretical meaning 
ascribed by the theoretical coders). Thus, in contrast to conceptual and theoretical 
analysis, the concurrent validational analysis does not use “open coding” to “identify” 
concepts (categories); instead, in concurrent validational analysis of the coding 
categories, “TCC coding” is used to “classify” the response data into the categories 
(concepts) “identified” during the theoretical analysis (Kurtines et al., 2008). The 
correlation between the theoretical categories generated by the theoretical coders’ “open 
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coding” of the original “raw data” responses and the classification of the same original 
“raw data” responses into the same theoretical categories by the second set of theory 
neutral coders provides an estimate of the concurrent (external) validity of the categories. 
Analytic Strategy 
The present study examined whether quality of initial participation (Time 1) in the 
intervention, as assessed by the PERF, predicted change in Identity Conflict Resolution 
(IDCR), Personal Expressiveness and Informational Identity Style (INFO) at post-test 
(Time 2) and Internalizing Behaviors (INT), and Externalizing Behaviors (EXT) and post 
(Time 2) and follow-up assessment (Time 3).  Furthermore, the current study examined 
whether relationships between variables varied as a result of group differences in initial 
participation (Control/No intervention, Non-Participatory, Participatory).  
For the first part of the study, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was utilized 
evaluate the OMC model (see Figure 1).  Specifically, SEM was utilized to analyze 
whether quality of participation during the first session of the intervention predicted 
change in Identity Conflict Resolution (IDCR), Personal Expressiveness and 
Informational Identity Style (INFO) at post-test and Internalizing Behaviors (INT), and 
Externalizing Behaviors (EXT) and post and follow-up assessment.  Initial participation 
in the intervention was represented utilizing dummy variables as follows: 0=Control, 
1=Non Participatory, 3= Participatory.  In order to examine how initial quality of 
participation affected identity, two separate models were utilized for the analysis; one 
with control as the reference variable and another with Non-Participatory as the reference 
variable.  This allowed for comparisons to be made between the three categories of 
participation. The model was statistically overidentified. Computation of standard errors 
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and the chi-square test of model fit took into account non-independence of observations 
due to cluster sampling, in order to account for possible counseling group clustering 
effects.   
In accordance with Bollen and Long (1993), a variety of global fit indices were 
utilized to assess the model, including indices of absolute fit, indices of relative fit and 
indices of fit with a penalty function for lack of parsimony. These indices included: the 
chi-square and its probability value (p-value; a p-value of over .05 signifies adequate fit), 
the comparative fit index (CFI; which should be greater than 0.95), and the root mean 
square error of approximation (RMSEA; should be less than 0.08) (Yu & Muthen, 2002; 
Finney & Distefano, 2006). In addition, in order to test for outliers, leverage statistics for 
each individual were examined; an outlier was defined as an individual with a leverage 
score four times greater than the mean leverage. Moreover, kurtosis and skewness were 
examined.  To assess missing data, dummy variables were created and correlated with all 
variables. Data analysis used Full Information Robust Maximum Likelihood estimation 
method for missing data.  Pearson’s correlations were examined to note whether all 
measures were distinct and to assess that multicollinearity.  
For the second part of the study differences in relationships between variables as a 
result of initial participation were examined (see Figure 2). To determine if initial 
participation affected IDR, PE, INFO, EXT, and INT, the current study tested for 
subgroup differences in structural coefficients using a traditional multi-group SEM 
strategy that used chi-square difference tests with scaling adjustments for robust 
estimators.  Model fit was indicated utilizing the chi-square, RMSEA, and CFI as stated 
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for the previous model.  In addition, all data analytic techniques previously described 
where also utilized for this model (missing data, skewness and kurtosis, outliers, etc).   
IV. RESULTS 
Preliminary Analysis 
Prior to beginning the main analysis, several preliminary analyses were 
conducted.  Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for outcome variables at pretest, post-
test, and follow-up.  Skewness and kurtosis were examined utilizing this information and 
were noted to be within acceptable ranges (Table 1).  In addition, in order to test for 
outliers, leverage statistics for each individual were examined. An outlier was defined as 
any case that had a value four times the mean leverage statistics. No outliers were 
observed in the data set.  Missing data were not strongly correlated with any of the 
dummy variables created, suggesting that data were not missing at random. Furthermore, 
Pearson’s correlations were at acceptable ranges indicating that multicollinearity was not 
an issue (Table 2).   
Direct Effects Model 
For the first part of the study (Figure 1), an outcome meditational cascade model 
was evaluated utilizing SEM (using the Mplus Software; Muthen & Muthen, 2004; see 
Figure 1).  In order to observe differences between groups (Control, Participatory, Non 
Participatory), the model was first run with the Control Group as the reference group and 
was then run with Non-Participatory as the reference group. This allowed for 
comparisons to be made amongst all three groups (Figure 1). The overall chi square test 
of model fit of Figure 1 was statistically non-significant, χ2 (20) = 30.548, p = .062. In 
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addition, the RMSEA was .034 and the CFI was .996. Thus, fit indices were consistent 
with good model fit.  
In order to reduce clutter, the findings for the direct effect models are presented 
utilizing two different figures (Figure 3 and Figure 4).  The model in Figure 3 presents 
comparisons between the participatory and the control group, and the non-participatory 
and the control group, respectively. Figure 4 on the other hand presents comparisons 
between the Participatory and the Non- Participatory group as well as the Control Group 
and the Non-Participatory Group.  Statistically significant paths are in bold, while Table 
3 presents the parameter estimates for the major analyses. Significant differences were 
noted between the Control Group and Participatory Group when it came to identity 
resolution and internalizing at posttest.  Participants classified as Participatory during the 
first group therapy session scored lower at posttest in identity resolution (path coefficient 
= -0.127, p= 0.041) and internalizing (path coefficient = -0.071, p = 0.033 than the 
Control Group (Figure 3).  Therefore, adolescents who participated more readily in the 
first group therapy session were less likely to have resolved their identity and 
experienced less internalizing behaviors, than those who were not exposed to the 
intervention (control group). In addition, this pattern of significant differences held up 
when a Holm modified Bonferroni procedure (Tables 4 and 5) was used to control the 
family wise error rate at 0.05 (Holm, 1979).  When comparing the Non-Participatory 
group to the Control Group, significant differences were noted in identity resolution at 
posttest (IDR2), with IDR2 being lower in the Non-Participatory Group than the Control 
Group (path coefficient = 0.179, p = 0.047).  Thus, participants who were in the group, 
but were inactive during the first session also experienced more identity conflict that 
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those who were not exposed to the intervention.  However, this pattern of significant 
differences did not hold when a Holm modified Bonferroni procedure (Table 4) was used 
to control the family wise error rate at 0.05.   In addition, significant differences were not 
noted between the Participatory and Non-Participatory Group (Table 3), so it appears that 
when examining direct effects, differences did not exist between those who initially 
participated in the group and those who were perceived as inactive during the first 
session.  This finding was surprising, as the literature states that individuals who dive into 
the group therapy process more readily reap different rewards than those who are slower 
to warm to the process (Burlingame, 2001).  Moreover, the YDP currently utilizes a 
coparticipatory transformative approach, which assumes that active participation in 
intervention leads to change.  To further investigate these findings, the relationships 
between variables were examined to determine whether differences in the relationships 
between variables existed as a function of initial participation. 
Multigroup Solution 
In order to develop a more detailed view of the different processes occurring, as a 
second part to this study, over and above direct effects, the current study examined 
whether relationships between variables were moderated by group participation 
(Control/No intervention, non-participatory, participatory).  Model fit was tested for 
Figure 2, using SEM utilizing a Multigroup Solution in MPlus (Muthen & Muthen, 
2004). A constrained and unconstrained model were compared, to determine whether 
group differences where present. The unconstrained model displayed adequate fit. 
Specifically, the overall chi square test of model fit of Figure 2 was statistically non-
significant, χ2 (20) = 26.137, p = .161, the RMSEA was .056 and the CFI was .991.  On 
71 
the other hand, all model fit estimates for the constrained model were indicative of poor 
fit (χ2 (108) = 167.295, p = .002, the RMSEA was .086 and the CFI was .912). In 
addition, a nested chi-square difference test was conducted (Δχ2 (88) = 141.158, p < 
.001). The statistical difference between model’s chi-square fit estimates provided further 
evidence for differences between groups were present.  
In order to reduce clutter, Table 6 and Figures 6 through 8 display the different 
findings of the analysis run for each specific group.  As depicted in the previously 
specified tables and figures, the current study indicates that relationships between the 
specified variables operated differently based on initial level of participation.  Findings 
for the control group are presented in Figure 6, statistically significant paths are in bold.  
Moreover, Table 6 presents the parameter estimates for the major analyses.  The 
following significant findings were noted for the Control Group (Figure 6):  IDR at 
posttest was associated with a decrease in INT at posttest (unstandardized path coefficient 
=-0.0235, p = .003) and EXT at posttest (unstandardized path coefficient = -0.174, p = 
.040).  Therefore, as participants who were not exposed to the intervention successfully 
resolved their identity conflicts, they experienced a decrease in internalizing and 
externalizing behaviors.  The following significant findings were noted for the Non-
Participatory Group (Figure 7; statistically significant findings are in bold and parameter 
estimates for the major analyses are presented in Table 6): IDR at posttest was associated 
with an increase in PE at posttest (unstandardized path coefficient =0.741, p = .006) and a 
decrease in EXT ar posttesr (unstandardized path coefficient =-0.201, p = .025) and INT 
(unstandardized path coefficient =-0.215, p = .047) at follow up; INFO at posttest was 
associated with a an increase in INTERN (unstandardized path coefficient =0.367, p < 
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.000) and EXTERN(unstandardized path coefficient =0.260, p = .013)  at follow up; and 
EXT at posttest was associated with an increase in INT at follow up (unstandardized path 
coefficient =0.405, p = .013).  Therefore, as those participants that were inactive resolved 
their identities, they also experienced and engaged in more activities that gave them 
feelings of self-discovery (i.e., personally expressive activities), as well as experienced 
less internalizing and externalizing problem behaviors at follow up.  However, for these 
participants who were inactive during the first session, the seeking out and utilizing self-
relevant information when making decisions related to identity (INFO) was linked to 
experiencing increases in internalizing and externalizing problem behaviors.  
Furthermore, for these participants, experiencing externalizing problem behaviors at post 
test was linked to internalizing behaviors at follow up.  Lastly, the following significant 
findings were noted for Participatory Group (Figure 8; statistically significant findings 
are in bold and parameter estimates for the major analyses are presented in Table 6): IDR 
at posttest was related to a decrease in INT (unstandardized path coefficient =-0.201, p = 
.001) and EXT (unstandardized path coefficient =-0.204, p = .004) at posttest; INFO at 
posttest was related to a decrease in EXT at posttest (unstandardized path coefficient =-
0.243, p =.018); and PE at posttest was associated with a decrease in INT (unstandardized 
path coefficient =-0.151, p = .001) and EXT (unstandardized path coefficient =-0.084, p 
=.026) at follow up.  Thus, for students who were active during the first group therapy 
session, resolving their identity was linked to decreases in both internalizing and 
externalizing problem behaviors, and seeking out and utilizing self-relevant information 
when making decisions related to identity (INFO) was linked to decreases in 
externalizing problem behaviors.   Moreover, engaging in activities that provided them 
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with feelings of self-discovery (personally expressive activities) was also related to 
decreases in externalizing problem behaviors.   
V. DISCUSSION 
The purpose of the current study is twofold. First, the current study examined 
whether initial level of participation in the intervention (Control/No intervention, non-
participatory, participatory) predicted change in Identity Conflict Resolution (IDCR), 
Personal Expressiveness and Informational Identity Style (INFO) at posttest and 
Internalizing Behaviors (INT), and Externalizing Behaviors (EXT) and post and follow-
up assessment.  Secondly, over and above direct effects, the current study sought to 
examine whether relationships between variables varied as a result of group (Control/No 
intervention, non-participatory, participatory) differences in initial participation.  The 
results of the current study extend the group therapy literature by providing new insights 
when it comes to the underlying mechanisms and processes operating in group therapy.  
Specifically, the current study highlights how different group processes may vary based 
on initial participation.  Group therapy literature has currently undergone a shift from 
researching from researching what types of therapies work, to researching how group 
therapy is effective (Garcia, 2008) in order to develop an increased precision in defining 
and measuring group process elements for higher quality studies (Bednar & Kaul, 1994).  
In line with this shift, the current study provided insights on how level of initial 
participation in an intervention can affect positive and negative outcomes.     
One of the primary aims of this study was to shed light on whether initial level of 
participation predicted change in positive (Identity Conflict Resolution (IDCR), Personal 
Expressiveness and Informational Identity Style (INFO), and negative outcomes 
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(Internalizing (INT), and Externalizing (EXT) behaviors).  The group therapy literature 
emphasizes cohesion as one of the most significant factors required for change in group 
therapy (Yalom, 2005).  Intrapersonal cohesion, which occurs when individual members 
develop a sense alliance, commitment, and belonging to the group has been highlighted 
as a necessary ingredient for change to occur (Burlingame, 2001).  In line with these 
ideas, the YDP’s intervention focuses on developing cohesion through its stages of group 
process.  Participants in the YDP’s intervention must progress through the stages of 
Engagement and Co-Participatory Learning, prior to taking part in transformative 
activities where they become experts in their own lives and are able to generate change.  
Because engagement in the group process is a necessary condition for cohesion and 
eventual change, it is important to research whether participants who are more likely to 
be engaged in the group process from the first session experience different effects of the 
intervention than those who progress through the stages of group process in a slower 
fashion.  In line with the study’s current hypothesis, participants in the Control group 
experienced higher levels of Identity Conflict Resolution at posttest than participants in 
the Participatory group.  This finding may be explained utilizing previous studies 
conducted within the YDP, which have found Identity Conflict Resolution to decrease as 
a result of the intervention (Eichas et al., 2010).  Therefore, it appears that students who 
are more willing to engage in the intervention from the initial session experience higher 
levels of identity conflict.  According to Bosma and Kunnen (2001), identity conflict is 
the “starting point” for identity development, especially for youth who have not given 
much thought to their goals, roles, beliefs, etc.   Therefore, in accordance with the 
intervention’s goal to create new positive identities, it may be that Participatory group 
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process in group sessions for students who are on a negative life trajectory allows these 
students to gain new information, insights, and experiences that result in their re-
evaluating their negative identity resolutions. 
In line with current research suggesting that early engagement may lead to 
increased benefits from group therapy (Burlingame, 2001), adolescents in the 
Participatory group experienced less internalizing behaviors at posttest than those who 
did not participate in the intervention (Control group).  Significant results were not found 
amongst any other comparisons between the control group and the other two groups and 
there were no significant differences between the Participatory and Non-Participatory 
groups.  These findings were surprising, as the literature highlights the importance of 
early engagement in the intervention.  For instance, Castonguay, Pincus, Agras, and 
Hines (1998) conclude that engagement amongst group members in the early stages of 
group process may help them tolerate the difficult therapeutic work that occurs towards 
the middle of group therapy, producing more positive results for members that engage 
early. However, it may be that despite not being directly involved in the group therapy 
process, the Non-Participatory group is still gaining from the therapeutic process.  For 
instance, a participant may appear distracted or withdrawn and may not contribute to the 
process itself, but may still be listening and absorbing what the other members are saying.  
However, by looking distracted and withdrawn, the intervention team may then rate 
participation lower.  Therefore, it appears that participation in the intervention, whether 
active or non-active, did not produce different results.  
The second aim of this study was to further explore whether the underlying 
mechanisms in group therapy may operate differently based on initial level of 
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participation by examining whether relationships between variables varied as a result of 
group differences in initial participation, over and above direct effects.   In line with the 
current study’s hypothesis, differences in the relationships between variables (i.e., IDR, 
PE, INFO, INT, and EXT) for the three groups were found.  Therefore, it appears that the 
relationships between the specified variables (see Figure 2) may vary across initial 
participation.  Identity resolution at posttest was associated with decreases in 
externalizing problem behaviors at posttest for all three groups and internalizing problem 
behaviors at posttest for the Control and Participatory groups.  This finding was not 
surprising, as identity exploration has been linked to maladaptive behavior (Kidwell, 
Dunham, Bacho, Pastorino, & Portes, 1995; Luyckx, Schwartz, et al., 2008), so it is 
expected that resolving one’s identity will be linked to a decrease in problem behaviors. 
Furthermore, the process of identity resolution can be a stressful one, where the 
individual must explore and rediscover a sense of self.  Interestingly, although identity 
resolution at posttest did not decrease internalizing at posttest for the Non-Participatory 
group, it did decrease internalizing problem behaviors at follow-up.  Therefore, it appears 
that the Non-Participatory group experiences these effects later on.  
Also, in accordance with the study’s second hypothesis, group differences were 
noted amongst other variables in the models.  For instance, identity resolution at posttest 
was linked to an increase in personal expressiveness at posttest for only the Non-
Participatory group.   It appears that as the students in the Non-Participatory group 
engage in self-discovery through personally expressive tasks they experience the 
increased levels of satisfaction that comes along with engaging in activities and goals that 
fit with their newly found potentials (Waterman, 1993).  Furthermore, the first part of the 
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study found that the Non-Participatory group experienced the lowest levels of identity 
resolution.  Because these students are the ones who are furthest away from identity 
resolution, as indicated in the first part of the study, they may be engaging in more 
identity exploration related activities.  Furthermore, personal expressiveness at posttest 
decreased internalizing and externalizing behavior at follow up for the Participatory 
group, but this finding was not significant for any other group.  The Participatory group 
appears to be experiencing more positive long-term effects than the other two groups.   
Another unexpected finding was the relationship between INFO at posttest and 
internalizing and externalizing problem behaviors.  It was noted that while INFO at 
posttest decreased externalizing at posttest for the Participatory group, it increased 
internalizing and externalizing problem behaviors at follow up for the Non-Participatory 
group.  Although these findings are surprising, it may be that due to their lack of initial 
participation in the group, as the students in the Non-Participatory group begin to engage 
in the exploratory cognitive tasks associated with INFO, they are less prepared to deal 
with these processes, resulting in problem behaviors.  These ideas are in line with the 
group therapy literature which suggests that participants who engage in the process are 
better suited to handle the later work of therapy and consequently reap greater results 
(Castonguay, Pincus, Agras, and Hines, 1998).  Another possible explanation may be that 
participants who are Non-Participatory tend to think about and internalize these processes 
more than participants who tend to be more extroverted, causing identity exploration to 
be a more strenuous process for those who are introverts. 
Furthermore, when combining the results of both studies, several interesting 
observations were made.  For instance, a negative relationship was found between IDR 
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and internalizing for the Participatory group, such that as IDR increases, internalizing at 
post-test decreases or the opposite, as IDR decreases, internalizing increasing. While such 
findings are consistent with the literature (Eichas, 2010), it is important to note that 
in accordance to the findings of the first part of this study, the participatory group showed 
lower levels of IDR2 relative to the control group. Thus, the intervention is associated 
with lower levels of IDR2, which then in turn would be associated higher levels of 
internalizing problem behaviors at post test.  However, when examining direct effects, it 
was noted that being in the Participatory group was directly related to decreases in 
internalizing (relative to the control group). Thus, cancelling out the relationship between 
IDR and increases in internalizing.  Despite this finding, increases in internalizing as a 
result of decreases in IDR is in line with the current identity literature (Eichas, 2010).  
Students in the Partipciatory group are beginning to challenge their identities, causing 
significant stress, which may lead to internalizing problems.  However, these effects did 
not carry to their follow-up assessment, displaying that this is a short term effect  Thus, 
while in the short term these students are experiencing internalizing problem behaviors, 
in the long term these problem behaviors are not present and they are building new 
identities.  
Limitations and Directions for Future Research  
Even though the results of the current study are noteworthy, there are several 
limitations to the current study.   Firstly, the current study only utilized the first session as 
an indication of engagement/participation in the group therapy process and only included 
the intervention team’s rating of the client’s level of participation.  The current study 
assumes that group processes are “static” in the sense that it is only examining the level 
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of participation of a single participant.  However, group therapy involves the interactions 
of multiple group members that start at different levels of engagement.  Thus, member-
to-member interactions, as well as the participant’s own ratings of group process were not 
examined.  While the current study takes a first and revolutionary approach by beginning 
to unravel the complexities of group therapy, examining only individual level of 
participation portrays only part of the picture.  Also, due to low sample size, the current 
study only utilized two main categories of the PERF (Participatory and Non-
Participatory), but did not utilize the Disruptive category or any of the PERF’s 
subcategories (i.e. Disruptive, Distracted, Withdrawn, Participatory, Self-Disclosed, 
Insightful, and Supportive).  Moreover, also because of low sample size, the current study 
did not examine whether there were differences in ethnicities amongst the various 
categories of the PERF.   
Implications for Future Research 
The current study undertook the initial step at beginning to describe the 
complexities associated with the group therapy process.  The current study lays the 
groundwork for future studies in the area of group therapy process.  However, future 
studies should expand on the current studies to provide a more complete picture of the 
underlying mechanisms in group therapy. 
For instance, future studies should take into account session-by-session measures 
of participation, as it may be that an initial score of participation may leave out certain 
changes that occur over time.  Through utilizing the PERF to measure level of 
participation for each session, future studies may develop a better a better understanding 
of how participation affects the overall group therapy process.  Moreover, although the 
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PERF provides an excellent view of the intervention team’s assessment of participation, 
future studies could include the participant’s assessment of their own participation. 
Examining both the intervention team’s assessment of an individual’s participation, as 
well as the participant’s own assessment of the group therapy process, would provide a 
more complete picture of engagement.  For instance, a participant may appear withdrawn 
or distracted, but in reality they may just be quietly sitting in the group absorbing the 
process.  Therefore, although not openly participating, a student such as in the previous 
example, may still be actively engaged.  Adding the participant’s point of view may 
allow for a greater understanding of the group process, by including details such as how 
involved the participant felt, allowing for a broader view of engagement.   In addition, 
future studies should take into account interactions between members by rating 
engagement as a whole in the group.   
Future studies, should also utilize all of the PERF’s categories and subcategories.  
Taking into account these subcategories, will provide a more detailed view of 
participation, as well as how individuals change from one category to another.  Also, 
future studies should examine whether differences in participation also vary by ethnicity 
or gender.  For example, in a previous studies (Eichas et al., 2010), identity resolution 
was noted to function differently for Hispanics and African Americans. Eichas et al. 
(2010)  noted that the intervention decreased identity resolution for African Americans.  
It may be that factors such as ethnicity and gender influence initial participation and lead 
to differences amongst the other variables.   
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Implications for Group Therapy Practice and Research 
The current study highlights the importance of conducting further research in the 
area of group process in order to provide a better understanding of the underlying 
mechanisms of group therapy.  Gaining a better understanding of the processes involved 
in group therapy will allow for more effective interventions to be developed, and will 
provide a greater understanding of how group therapy works for different participants.  
Through this knowledge, group therapy interventions can be refined and techniques can 
be further developed in order to provide the best quality interventions for group therapy 
participants.  As these underlying mechanisms are better understood, therapists and 
researchers can target these processes to develop techniques that promote them.   
The current study also provides evidence that certain participants may respond to 
group therapy interventions in different ways based on their level of initial participation.  
This is an extremely useful tool when selecting which participants to place in group 
therapy.  Through the use of this information, therapists may conduct pregroup sessions 
where they can screen out members that may not be suited for their groups, or therapists 
may make note of clients that are inactive and encourage them to participate.  The current 
study provides support for the idea that members who are more willing to participate 
from the beginning of group therapy may be better prepared to handle the hard work of 
therapy that comes later in the group therapy process, and may reap greater rewards than 
those who are initially inactive.  Therefore, therapists may want to encourage 
participation from these inactive members. 
Lastly, the current study sets the groundwork for the development of session-by-
session measures, through providing evidence for the use of the PERF as a valid and 
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reliable qualitative measure of group therapy.  The group therapy literature has 
commonly utilized overall quantitative measures of group therapy, which completely 
neglect the underlying mechanisms and processes that are occurring throughout the 
therapeutic process.  The current study is the first step in beginning to examine group 
therapy on a session-by-session basis and developing new measures to do so.  In addition, 
through the use of the PERF-QE, the current study emphasizes the need to utilize 
measures of group therapy that provide rich data. 
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Pre Post
Follow 
Up
Post    
(T1-T2)
Follow 
Up      
(T1-T3)
Pre Post
Follow 
Up
Pre Post
Follow 
Up
Pre Post
Follow 
Up
Control 3.797 3.834 - -0.037 - 0.556 0.566 - -0.233 -0.214 - -0.731 -0.365 -
Non-Participatory 3.773 3.677 - 0.096 - 0.571 0.644 - -0.559 -0.210 - 0.405 -0.641 -
Participatory 3.610 3.668 - -0.059 - 0.570 0.658 - -0.248 -0.619 - -0.416 0.340 -
Control 3.429 3.434 - -0.006 - 0.603 0.528 - -0.196 -0.407 - -0.051 0.563 -
Non-Participatory 3.461 3.522 - -0.061 - 0.605 0.682 - -0.310 0.031 - 0.255 -0.081 -
Participatory 3.372 3.496 - -0.124 - 0.598 0.500 - -0.418 0.275 - 0.071 -0.115 -
Control 5.399 5.204 - 0.195 - 1.335 1.518 - -0.778 -0.587 - 0.058 -0.683 -
Non-Participatory 5.701 5.504 - 0.197 - 1.024 1.342 - -0.941 -0.892 - 0.515 0.575 -
Participatory 5.585 5.288 - 0.297 - 1.372 1.483 - -1.311 -0.815 - 1.963 0.201 -
Control 1.577 1.536 1.561 0.041 0.017 0.445 0.437 0.432 0.925 0.961 0.674 0.461 0.374 -0.429
Non-Participatory 1.614 1.587 1.575 0.027 0.039 0.391 0.376 0.375 0.119 0.398 0.078 -0.920 -0.092 -0.616
Participatory 1.814 1.594 1.648 0.219 0.166 0.435 0.353 0.390 0.092 0.345 0.519 -0.926 -0.195 -0.219
Control 1.668 1.670 1.691 -0.002 -0.023 0.419 0.425 0.389 0.719 0.528 0.702 0.378 -0.468 0.137
Non-Participatory 1.723 1.696 1.636 0.027 0.087 0.337 0.351 0.366 -0.625 -0.408 -0.051 -0.347 -0.745 -1.023
Participatory 1.892 1.748 1.686 0.144 0.207 0.370 0.406 0.377 0.174 0.130 0.473 -0.242 -0.819 0.669
intern
extern
Std. Deviation
Table 1: Descriptive Statistics
idr
info
pe
Skewness Kurtosis
Variable Condition
Means Mean Differences
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Note. *p <0.5, ** p <.01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
idr1 idr2 info1 info2 pe1 pe2 intern1 intern2 intern3 extern1 extern2
idr2 .428** - - - - - - - - - -
info1 .161* 0.097 - - - - - - - - -
info2 0.059 0.05 .588** - - - - - - - -
pe1 .203** .325** .308** .294** - - - - - - -
pe2 .241** .273** .277** .336** .419** - - - - - -
intern1 -.371** -.302** -0.045 0.039 -0.039 -0.1 - - - - -
intern2 -.320** -.372** -.238** -.177** -.190** -0.114 .423** - - - -
intern3 -0.082 -.239** -0.027 0 0.017 -0.036 .340** .367** - - -
extern1 -.324** -.259** -.149* -0.009 -0.03 -0.091 .741** .395** .297** - -
extern2 -0.124 -.295** -.157* -.203** -.153* -0.082 .314** .729** .369** .439** -
extern3 -0.013 -.174* -0.071 -0.056 0.031 -0.073 .304** .281** .765** .342** .464**
Table 2: Correlations
92 
Table 3: Model Path Coefficients 
Outcomes Condition Path Coefficient p-Value 95% Confidence Interval 
IDR2 Part vs Control -0.127 (-.102) 0.041 -0.288 to 0.033
 NP vs Control -0.179 (-.112) 0.047 -0.412 to 0.053
 Part vs NP 0.052 (-.042) 0.661 -0.254 to 0.358
 IDR1 0.372 (-.338) 0.000 0.212 to 0.531
 PE1 0.118 (.250) 0.000 0.040 to 0.196
INFO2 Part vs Control 0.07 (-.062) 0.085 -0.035 to 0.176
 NP vs Control 0.122 (-.083) 0.132 -0.086 to 0.329
 Part vs NP -0.051 (-.045) 0.598 -0.301 to 0.199
 IDR2 0.013 (.014) 0.820 -0.133 to 0.159
 IDR1 -0.033 (-.033) 0.653 -0.220 to 0.155
 INFO1 0.548 (.604) 0.000 0.421 to 0.674
PE2 Part vs Control 0.114 (-.038) 0.591 -0.433 to 0.662
 NP vs Control 0.131 (-.034) 0.485 -0.353 to 0.616
 Part vs NP -0.017 (-.006) 0.943 -0.637 to 0.603
 INFO 2 0.666 (.253) 0.000 0.338 to 0.994
 IDR2 0.263 (.110) 0.054 -0.089 to 0.616
 PE1 0.333 (.295) 0.007 0.017 to 0.648
 INFO1 -0.003 (-.001) 0.980 -0.303 to 0.298
 IDR1 0.369 (.140) 0.082 0.338 to 0.915
INTERN2 Part vs Control -0.071 (-.088) 0.033 -0.157 to 0.015
 NP vs Control 0.02 (-.019) 0.720 -0.124 to 0.164
 Part vs NP -0.091 (-.113) 0.175 -0.264 to 0.082
 IDR2 -0.186 (-.289) 0.000 -0.303 to -0.069
 PE2 0.023 (.087) 0.050 -0.007 to 0.054
 INFO 2 -0.084 (-.119) 0.044 -0.191 to 0.023
 INTERN 1 0.255 (.288) 0.000 0.118 to 0.391
 EXTERN 1 0.078 (.079) 0.260 -0.101 to 0.257
 IDR1 -0.037 (-.052) 0.315 -0.131 to 0.058
 PE1 -0.009 (-.028) 0.633 -0.055 to 0.038
 INFO1 -0.099 (-.155) 0.001 -0.177 to -0.022
EXTERN2 Part vs Control -0.035 (-.043) 0.361 -0.133 to 0.063
 NP vs Control -0.003 (-.003) 0.949 -0.115 to 0.110
 Part vs NP -0.032 (-.039) 0.593 -0.187 to 0.122
 IDR2 -0.172 (-.261) 0.000 -0.253 to -0.090
 PE2 0.028 (.102) 0.042 -0.007 to 0.063
 INFO 2 -0.177 (-.245) 0.003 -0.328 to -0.026
 EXTERN 1 0.413 (.408) 0.000 0.189 to 0.637
 INTERN 1 0.010 (.011) 0.895 -0.190 to 0.210
 IDR1 0.094 (.131) 0.015 -0.006 to 0.195
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Table 3: Model Path Coefficients 
Outcomes Condition Path Coefficient p-Value 
95% Confidence 
Interval 
 PE1 -0.009 (-.028) 0.633 -0.055 to 0.038
 INFO1 -0.099 (-.155) 0.001 -0.177 to -0.022
EXTERN2 Part vs Control -0.035 (-.043) 0.361 -0.133 to 0.063
 NP vs Control -0.003 (-.003) 0.949 -0.115 to 0.110
 Part vs NP -0.032 (-.039) 0.593 -0.187 to 0.122
 IDR2 -0.172 (-.261) 0.000 -0.253 to -0.090
 PE2 0.028 (.102) 0.042 -0.007 to 0.063
 INFO 2 -0.177 (-.245) 0.003 -0.328 to -0.026
 EXTERN 1 0.413 (.408) 0.000 0.189 to 0.637
 INTERN 1 0.01 (.011) 0.895 -0.190 to 0.210
 IDR1 0.094 (.131) 0.015 -0.006 to 0.195
 PE1 -0.017 (-.055) 0.410 -0.071 to 0.036
 INFO1 0.012 (.018) 0.749 -0.082 to 0.105
INTERN3 Part vs Control 0.073 (-.087) 0.168 -0.063 to 0.209
 NP vs Control 0.023 (-.021) 0.679 -0.118 to 0.164
 Part vs NP 0.05 (-.060) 0.447 -0.120 to 0.221
 EXTERN2 0.252 (.246) 0.014 -0.012 to 0.516
 IDR2 -0.102 (-.152) 0.041 -0.231 to 0.027
 PE2 -0.01 (-.035) 0.797 -0.108 to 0.089
 INFO2 0.085 (.116) 0.170 -0.075 to 0.246
 INTERN 1 0.183 (.199) 0.028 -0.032 to 0.21
 IDR1 0.096 (.129) 0.281 -0.133 to 0.195
 PE1 0.013 (.040) 0.538 -0.040 to 0.036
 INFO1 -0.003 (-.005) 0.170 -0.118 to 0.105
EXTERN3 Part vs Control -0.04 (-.051) 0.408 -0.166 to 0.085
 NP vs Control -0.063 (-.062) 0.214 -0.193 to 0.067
 Part vs NP 0.023 (-.029) 0.717 -0.138 to 0.184
 INTERN2 -0.210 (-.215) 0.092 -0.532 to 0.111
 IDR2 -0.069 (-.110) 0.213 -0.212 to 0.074
 PE2 -0.016 (-.060) 0.542 -0.082 to 0.051
 INFO2 0.106 (.153) 0.099 -0.060 to 0.272
 EXTERN 1 0.21 (.216) 0.017 -0.016 to 0.436
 IDR1 0.041 (.059) 0.633 -0.179 to 0.261
 PE1 0.012 (.039) 0.520 -0.035 to 0.058
  INFO1 -0.065 (-.104) 0.150 -0.183 to 0.052
Note: Standardized Coefficients are shown in parenthesis 
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 Table 4: Contrast for Identity Conflict Resolution 
Contrast p-Value Critical p-Value 
Non-Participatory vs Participatory 0.661 .05/3 = .0167 
Control vs Non-Participatory 0.047 .05/2 = .025 
Control vs Participatory 0.041 .05/1 = .050 
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Table 5: Contrast for Internalizing at Posttest 
Contrast p-Value Critical p-Value 
Control vs Non-Participatory 0.720 .05/3 = .0167 
Non-Participatory vs Participatory 0.175 .05/2 = .025 
Control vs Participatory 0.033 .05/1 = .050 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
96 
Table 6: Model Path Coefficients for Multi-Group Solution 
Outcomes Predictors Path Coefficient 
  Participatory 
Non-
Participatory Control 
PE 2 PE1 0.541***
(.518) 
0.432**
(.338) 
0.138 
(.119) 
 INFO1 -0.246 
(-.108) 
0.402 
(.190) 
0.092 
(.036) 
 INFO2 0.623 
(.224) 
0.432 
(.226) 
0.590 
(.202) 
 IDR1 0.496 
(.190) 
-0.481 
(-.189) 
0.673** 
(.245) 
 IDR2 -0.091 
(-.041) 
0.741**
(.346) 
0.360 
(.131) 
INFO 2 INFO1 0.549***
(.666) 
-0.047***
(.631) 
0.492*** 
(.557) 
 IDR1 -0.133 
(-.141) 
-0.058 
(-.039) 
0.086 
(.091) 
 IDR2 0.089 
(.111) 
0.018 
(.095) 
-0.103 
(-.110) 
INTERN2 PE1 0.029 
(.113) 
-0.047 
(-.127) 
-0.014 
(-.041) 
 PE2 0.011 
(.046) 
-0.058 
(-.200) 
0.014 
(.048) 
 INFO1 -0.037 
(-.065) 
0.018 
(.029) 
-0.105 
(-.142) 
 INFO2 -0.143 
(-.209) 
-0.017 
(-.031) 
-0.104 
(-.124) 
 IDR1 0.028 
(.043) 
-0.052 
(-.070) 
-0.072 
(-.092) 
 IDR2 -0.201***
(-.367) 
-0.021 
(-.033) 
-0.235** 
(-.298) 
 INTERN1 0.096 
(.116) 
0.871***
(.973) 
0.344** 
(.347) 
 EXTERN1 0.188 
(.195) 
-0.531 
(-.478) 
-0.022 
(-.021) 
EXTERN 2 PE1 0.025 
(.085) 
-0.063 
(-.195) 
-0.041 
(-.126) 
 PE2 0.020 
(.071) 
0.085 
(.335) 
0.003 
(.012) 
 INFO1 -0.044 
(-.068) 
0.096 
(.179) 
0.043 
(.059) 
 INFO2 -0.243* 
(-.307) 
-0.154 
(-.318) 
-0.150 
(-.184) 
 IDR1 0.114 
(.154) 
0.041 
(.064) 
0.161 
(-.209) 
 IDR2 -0.204**
(-.324) 
-0.201*
(-.372) 
-0.174* 
(-.226) 
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Table 6: Model Path Coefficients for Multi-Group Solution 
Outcomes Predictors Path Coefficient 
    Participatory Non-Participatory Control 
  EXTERN1 0.308* 0.624* 0.458** 
(.433) (.277) (0.642) 
INTERN3 PE1 0.085 -0.114 -0.005 
(-.016) (.286) (-.289) 
  PE2 -0.151*** 0.009 0.049 
(.167) (-.530) (0.028) 
  INFO1 0.064 -0.173 0.002 
(.002) (.098) (-.263) 
  INFO2 0.032 0.367*** -0.002 
(-.003) (.040) (0.619) 
  IDR1 0.031 -0.021 0.250 
(-.310) (.041) (-.027) 
  IDR2 -0.105 -0.215* -0.163 
(-.202) (-.167) (-.325) 
  INTERN1 -0.062 0.417* 0.328** 
(.323) (-.065) (.434) 
  INTERN2 0.361 -0.268 0.011 
(.011) (.313) (-.250) 
  EXTERN2 0.106 0.405* 0.258 
(.245) (.106) (-.330) 
EXTERN3 PE1 0.059 -0.073 -0.038 
(-.131) (.215) (-.194) 
  PE2 -0.084* -0.028 0.014 
(.048) (-.319) (-.095) 
  INFO1 -0.119 -0.162 -0.03 
(-.041) (-.126) (-.258) 
  INFO2 0.105 0.260 -0.017 
(-.020) (.172) (.458) 
  IDR1 -0.057 -0.066 0.219 
(.282) (-.083) (-.088) 
  IDR2 -0.062 -0.117 -0.120 
(-.154) (-.106) (-.184) 
  INTERN2 0.134 -0.083 -0.417 
(-.422) (.125) (-.081) 
  EXTERN1 0.073 -0.307 0.417*** 
(-.390) (.071) (-.269) 
  EXTERN2 0.414** 0.038 0.571** 
(.565) (.446) (.884) 
Note: Standardized Coefficients are in parenthesis  
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Figure 3. Unstandardized path coefficients for Participatory group as compared to 
Control group. 
 
Note. *p <0.5, ** p <.01.  Significant paths are shown in bold.  To reduce clutter, 
only significant coefficients are shown.    
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Figure 4. Unstandardized path coefficients for Non-Participatory group as compared to 
Control group. 
 
Note. *p <0.5, ** p <.01.  Significant paths are shown in bold.  To reduce clutter, 
only significant coefficients are shown 
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Figure 5. Unstandardized path coefficients for Participatory group as compared to Non-
Participatory group. 
 
Note. *p <0.5, ** p <.01.  Significant paths are shown in bold.  To reduce clutter, 
only significant coefficients are shown 
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Figure 6. Unstandardized path coefficients for Control Group. 
Note.  *p <0.5, ** p <.01.  Significant paths are shown in bold.  To reduce clutter, 
only significant coefficients are shown. 
 
 
 
 
 
102 
Figure 7. Unstandardized path coefficients for Non-Participative Group. 
Note.  *p <0.5, ** p <.01.  Significant paths are shown in bold.  To reduce clutter, 
only significant coefficients are shown. 
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Figure 8. Unstandardized path coefficients for Participative Group. 
 
Note.  *p <0.5, ** p <.01.  Significant paths are shown in bold.  To reduce clutter, 
only significant coefficients are shown. 
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Figure 9. RDA PERF Structural Tree Chart (STC)  
The Structural Tree Chart for the current study yielded three theoretical 
categories (Disruptive, Non Participatory, and Participatory) and seven associated sub-
categories with a unique property for each of the three categories and sub-categories. The 
structural organizational of the theoretical categories and sub-categories was moderate. 
The PERF-STC presents the organizational structure followed by the Theoretical 
Category Property Descriptions.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Participation Evaluation Rating Form
(PERF)
Non-ParticipatoryDisruptive
WithdrawnDistracted
Self Disclosed Insightful
Participatory
Supportive
ConstructiveParticipative
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Figure 10. Theoretical Category Property Descriptions 
The PERF-STC Property Descriptions for identified theoretical categories were 
reported as follows.  
 
Property Description Sample Responses 
I. Disruptive  
The property of the Disruptive category is 
that the student was described as disturbing or 
interrupting the group or their actions were 
described as causing distraction among other 
members. The Disruptive category did not 
include any subcategories. 
Facilitators’ ratings placed in the Disruptive 
category included statements such as “Acted 
out in group and was disrespectful to other 
members”.  Also, other ratings stated “Carried 
on side conversations while other members 
were disclosing important information” or 
“Defensive, angry, challenged facilitators, 
narcissistic, passive-aggressive, has attitude.”      
     II. Non-Participatory.  
The property of the Non-Participatory category is that the student was described as not 
participating in the group process, but also not displaying the characteristics of the Disruptive 
Category.  The Non-Participatory category included two sub-categories, Distracted and 
Withdrawn. 
 
1) Distracted. This sub-category was 
characterized by the student being described 
as not being focused on the group.  In other 
words, the student was not disruptive.  
However, their attention was elsewhere and 
was not involved in the group. 
 
     Facilitators’ ratings placed in the Distracted 
category included statements such as “Did not 
participate in group, distracted by males”.  
Also, other ratings stated “Unfocused.  Worked 
on class work.  When shared information was 
off topic” or “Dozed off, claimed to be tired 
due to pregnancy.”                                                
2)  Withdrawn. This sub-category was 
characterized by the student being described 
as reluctant to engage or participate, but not 
being distracted.   
     Facilitators’ ratings placed in the 
Withdrawn category included statements such 
as “Actively listening, but did not talk”.  Also, 
other ratings stated “Didn’t vocalize much” or 
“Didn’t participate, very withdrawn.”                   
     II. Participatory.  
The property of the Participatory category is that the student was described as engaging 
and/or participating in the group.  The Participatory category included two sub-categories, 
Participative and Constructive, of which Constructive included the following three 
subcategories: Self-Disclosed, Insightful, and Supportive. 
1) Participative. This sub-category was 
characterized by the student being described 
as somewhat active and/or participating.  The 
student responded to exercises, talked when 
prompted, or was engaged.  However, their 
     Facilitators’ ratings placed in the 
Participative category included statements such 
as “Talked when prompted”.  Also, other 
ratings stated “Spoke, but nothing insightful, 
shared mainly content” or “Not ready to 
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Property Description Sample Responses 
contribution to the group was neutral and/or 
minimal.  The student did not display any of 
the qualities of the “Constructive” Category. 
 
disclose, very superficial.”                                    
2)  Constructive. This sub-category was characterized by the student being described as 
contributing to the group through self disclosure, insight, and/or support.  A distinct or particular 
contribution was made to the group.  Student’s contributions may have been beneficial and/or 
useful to the group process.  
2a)  Self-Disclosed. This sub-category of 
the Constructive category was characterized 
by the student being described as divulging or 
volunteering personal information.  
Furthermore, the student may have expressed 
feelings or concerns.   
     Facilitators’ ratings placed in the Self-
Disclosed category included statements such as 
“Revealed many things in group such as 
feelings”.  Also, other ratings stated “Spoke 
much about stressful circumstances with her 
mother and ex boyfriend” or “Spoke about drug 
use and then divulged she may break up with 
boyfriend in jail.”                                                  
2b)  Insightful. This sub-category of the 
Constructive category was characterized by 
the student being described as able to divulge 
information, as well as was being perceptive 
or insightful. The student was able to 
understand the situation and or apply any 
knowledge gained from the discussion (i.e. 
was able to relate the disclosure to a greater 
issue, or was willing to receive feedback.   
     Facilitators’ ratings placed in the Insightful 
category included statements such as 
“Disclosed on drug use and was able to relate it 
to his anger problem”.  Also, other ratings 
stated “Willing to self-disclose, insightful, 
willing to receive feedback, admits she could 
have done better” or “Insightful about what it 
feels like to be an outsider and actively 
engaged during group.”                                         
2c)  Supportive. This sub-category of the 
Constructive category was characterized by 
the student being described as contributing to 
the group through their involvement with 
other group members, such as giving 
feedback, displaying interest in another group 
member’s issues, listening, being helpful, 
displaying compassion, etc. Student may also 
display the qualities of the self disclosed 
and/or insightful categories, while being 
supportive..   
          Facilitators’ ratings placed in the 
Supportive category included statements such 
as “Willing to be open, insightful, gave others 
feedback”.  Also, other ratings stated “Gave 
feedback to others and facilitated the group” or 
“Interested in other people’s issues, self-
disclosed.”                                                             
  
Figure 11. RDA Participation Evaluation Rating Form Decision Tree Chart (DTC): PERF-DTC 
The PERF-DTC is for use in assigning PERF EEIs to the three theoretical categories and seven sub-categories. 
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